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NOTICES  OF  JUDGMENT  UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT  OF  1910. 

[Given  pursuant  to  sec.  4  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.] 

223.  Misbranding  of  "Mack's  Sure  Death  to  Ants."  U.  S,  v.  George  W.  McDuff.  Plea  ol 
Guilty.   Fine,  S5.   (I.  &  F.  No.  295.   Dom.  No.  7223.) 

On  July  6,  1915,  tlie  United  States  a.ttorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Louisiana, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  George  W.  McDuff,  New 
Orleans,  La.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  May  16,  1912,  from  the  State 
of  Louisiana  into  the  State  of  Texas,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  called  "Mack's  Sure 
Death  to  Ants,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of 
1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  288  packages,  each  labeled  as  follows:  "Mack's 
Sure  Death  to  Ants  *  *  *  Prepared  by  Geo.  W.  McDufi,  Pharmaceutical  Chem- 
ist, New  Orleans,  La.  *  ^  *  The  only  successful  Ant  Exterminator  now  in 
use    *  * 

Msbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that  it  contained  arsenic  in  a 
combination  thereof,  and  the  total  of  the  arsenic  present  was  not  stated  (expressed 
as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic)  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the  packages  con- 
taining the  article.  Msbranding  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  article  was  an  in- 
secticide other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that  it  contained  arsenic  in 
a  combination  thereof  and  in  water-soluble  forms,  and  the  amount  of  arsenic  in  water- 
soluble  forms  was  not  stated  (expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic)  on  each  or 
any  of  the  labels  of  the  packages  containing  the  article.  Misbranding  was  alleged 
further  in  that  the  article  was  a  insecticide  and  that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "The  only 
successful  Ant  Exterminator  now  in  use,"  borne  on  each  of  the  labels  of  the  packages 
containing  the  article,  was  calculated  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the 
belief  that  the  article  was  the  only  successful  exterminator  of  ants  then  in  use,  whereas, 
it  was  not  the  only  successful  exterminator  of  ants  then  in  use.  Misbranding  was 
alleged  further  in  that  the  article  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  the  statement,  to  wit, 
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"The  only  successful  Ant  Exterminator  now  in  use,"  borne  on  each  of  the  labels  of 
the  packages,  was  false  and  misleading,  in  that  the  article  was  not  the  only  successful 
exterminator  of  ants  then  in  use.  Misbranding  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  article 
was  an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  gi-eens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  consisted  partially 
of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  reducing  sugars,  sucrose,  and  wat^r,  which  substances 
did  not  and  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and 
the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  inert  ingredients  was  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the  packages  containing 
the  article,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  the  inert  ingredients, 
were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  ha^-ing 
insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients  present  in 
the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels. 

On  July  6,  1915,  the  defendant,  George  W.  McDuff,  entered  a  plea  of  giiiltf ,  and 
the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $5. 

Carl  Vroomax,  Actiiig  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

223.  Misbranding  of  "Butcher's  Lime-Sulphur  Solution."   U.  S.  v.  Jacob  C.  Butcher  (Oregon 

Arsenical  Spray  Company).  Plea  of  guilty.   Fine, So.  (I.  &  F.  No.  271.   Dom.  No.  7734.) 

On  January  19,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Oregon,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  an  information  in  the  District  Comt 
of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  Jacob  C.  Butcher,  trading  and  doing 
business  under  the  name  and  style  of  the  Oregon  Arsenical  Spray  Co.,  Clackamas, 
Oreg.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  or  about  April  7,  1913,  from  the 
State  of  Oregon  into  the  State  of  Washington,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  called 
"Butcher's  Lime-Sulphur  Solution,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  five  barrels,  each  labeled 
as  follows:  ''Butcher's  Lime-Sulphur  Solution  Guaranteed  30°  Oregon  Arsenical 
Spray  Co.,  Clackamas,  Ore." 

J^Iisbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  wliich  consisted  partially  of  inert 
substances,  to  wit,  water  and  calcium  sulphate,  which  substances  do  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and  the  percentage  amoimts  of  each 
of  the  inert  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  aJl,  on  each  or  any 
of  the  barrels  containing  the  article,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  the  percentage 
amounts  of  the  inert  ingredients,  were  the  names  and  the  jxn-centage  amounts  of  each 
and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  ha\ing  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  per- 
centage of  the  inert  ingredients,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  anj' 
of  the  barrels  containing  the  ai'ticle. 

On  July  19,  1915,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty,  and  the  court  imposed  a 
fine  of  $5. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agncultvr\ 
Washington-,  D.  C,  }fay  1,  1917 . 

224.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "A.  D.  S.  In.sect  Powder."   I'.  S.  v.  American  Drug- 

gists Sj-ndlcate.  Plea  of  guHty.   nne,S5.  (I.  <t  F.  No.  170.   Dom.  No.  68.50.) 

On  May  21,  1914,  the  L'nited  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  New  York, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  American  Druggists  Syndi- 
cate, a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on 
January  1,  1912,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Oregon,  of  a  quantity 
of  xiu  article  designated  "'A.  D.  S.  Insect  IJpwder,"  which  was  adulterated  and  mis- 
branded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  con- 
taincnl  in  can^,  oach  labeled  in  part      fi^llows:  "A.  D.  S.  Insect  Powder.    25  cents. 
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Positively  kills  all  insects.  They  inhale  this  powder  and  die.  Four  times  stronger 
than  any  other  insecticide.  The  safest  and  most  effectual  destroyer  of  bed  bugs, 
mosquitoes,  cockroaches,  moths,  fleas,  ants,  potato  bugs,  and  all  other  insects.  Put 
up  and  guai-anteed  by  American  Druggists  Syndicate  U.  S.  A.  Main  offices,  New- 
York.  *  *  *  This  powder  on  account  of  its  superior  quality,  requires  to  be  used 
but  once  a  season  (if  used  thoroughly)  for  Bedbugs,  Cockroaches,  etc.,  or  where  it  is 
allowed  to  remain  undisturbed,  as  it  retains  its  strength  indefinitely." 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below 
the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold^  that  is  to  say,  the  article 
was  designated  on  the  label  as  "Insect  Powder,"  whereas  the  article  was  not  "insect 
powder,"  "insect  powder"  being  composed  wholly  of  the  ground  flower  heads  of 
certain  species  of  pyrethrum,  while  the  said  insecticide  consisted  partially  of  other 
substances,  to  wit,  borax  and  hellebore.  Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged 
further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and 
that  other  substances,  to  wit,  borax  and  hellebore,  had  been  substituted  in  part  for 
the  genuine  article,  to  wit,  "insect  powder,"  "insect  powder''  being  composed 
wholly  of  the  ground  flower  heads  of  certain  species  of  pyrethrum.  Misbranding  of 
the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  the  labels 
on  the  cans  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  or  the  ingredients  therein  which 
were  false  and  misleading:  in  this,  that  the  article  was  designated  on  the  label  "  Insect 
Powder,"  whereas  the  ai-ticle  was  not  "insect  powder,"  "insect  powder"  being  com- 
posed wholly  of  the  ground  flower  heads  of  certain  species  of  pyrethrum,  while  the 
said  insecticide  consisted  partially  of  other  substances,  to  wit,  borax  and  hellebore; 
and  in  this,  that  the  label  bore  the  statements,  "Positively  kills  all  insects.  They 
inhale  this  powder  and  die/'  whereas  the  article  would  not  kill  all  insects,  and  all 
insects  would  not  inhale  the  article  and  die;  and  in  this,  that  the  label  bore  the  state- 
ment, "Four  times  stronger  than  any  other  insecticide,"  whereas  the  article  was  not 
four  times  stronger  than  any  other  insecticide;  and  in  this,  that  the  label  bore  the 
statement,  "The  safest  and  most  effectual  destroyer  of  bed  bugs,  mosquitoes,  cock- 
roaches, moths,  ants,  potato  bugs,  and  all  other  insects, ' '  whereas  the  article  was  not 
the  safest  and  most  effectual  destroyer  of  bed  bugs,  mosquitoes,  cockroaches,  moths, 
fleas,  ants,  potato  bugs,  and  all  other  insects;  and  in  this,  that  the  label  bore  the  state- 
ment, "It  retains  its  strength  indefinitely,"  whereas  the  article  did  not  retain  its 
strength  indefinitely. 

On  July  8.,  1915,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty,  and  the  court  imposed  a 
fine  of  $5. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

225.  Misbranding  of  "Strictly  Pure  Paris  Green,"  Misbranding  oi  **L,ion  Brand  Bordeaux 
Msifture."  U.  S.  v.  Tiie  James  A.  JJlancliard  Company.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  ^30. 
(I.  &  F.  Nos.  25,  27,  28.    Dom.  Nos.  5253,  601,  5851.) 

On  December  17,  1913,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  New 
York,  acting  upon  reports  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information,  in  three  counts,  against  The 
James  A.  Blanchard  Co.,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  violations  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910  by  the  said  defendant. 

It  was  alleged  in  the  information  that  on  Jane  5,  1911,  the  defendant  shipped  from 
the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Maryland  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained 
in  packages,  each  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  "Warranted  Strictly  Pure  Paris  Green. 
The  James  A.  Blanchard  Co.,  New  York,  Lion  Brand  Strictly  Pure  Paris  Green. 
This  package  contains  1  lb.  net  weight  Lion  Brand  Pure  Paris  Green.  ^'  *  *  Man- 
ufactured by  the  James  A.  Blanchard  Co.  New  York."    It  was  alleged  that  the 
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Paris  green  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  it  was  in  package 
form  and  the  contents  were  stated  in  terms  of  weight  and  they  were  not  correctly  stated 
on  the  outside  of  the  package,  in  this,  that  the  label  on  the  outside  of  each  of  the  pa'-k- 
ages  bore  the  statement,  ''This  package  contains  1  lb.  net  weight  Lion  Brand  Paris 
Green, "  whereas  each  of  the  packages  contained  less  than  one  pound,  to  wit,  .821  of  a 
pound. 

It  was  alleged  further  in  the  information  that  on  May  22, 1911,  the  defendant  shipped 
from  the  State  of  Xew  York  into  the  District  of  Columbia  a  quantity  of  an  article, 
contained  in  packages,  each  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  "One  Gallon  Lion  Brand 
Bordeaux  Mixtm^e.  Manufactured  by  The  James  A.  Blanchard  Co.,  Xew  York,  X.  Y., 
and  St.  Joseph,  Mich.  Guaranteed  under  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910  by  The  James  A, 
Blanchard  Co.,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  and  St.  Joseph,  Mich."  It  was  alleged  that  the 
article  was  misbranded  -svithin  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and  that 
it  was  in  package  form  and  the  contents  were  not  correctly  stated  in  terms  of  measiire 
on  the  outside  of  the  package,  in  this,  that  the  label  on  the  outside  of  each  of  the 
packages  bore  the  statement,  "One  Gallon,  "  whereas  each  of  the  packages  contained 
less  than  one  gallon,  to  wit,  .9247  of  a  gallon. 

It  was  alleged  further  in  the  information  that  on  January  30,  1911,  the  defendant 
shipped  from  the  State  of  X^'ew  York  into  the  State  of  Oregon  a  quantity  of  an  article, 
contained  in  packages,  each  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  "  Lion  Brand  Bordeaux  ^lixture 
Manufactured  by  the  James  A.  Blanchard  Co.,  Xew  York.  This  can  Contains  One 
Gallon  of  the  mixture  which  will  be  ready  for  use  by  simply  adding  and  thoroughly 
mixing  with  it  Forty-nine  parts  of  cold  water.  The  James  A.  Blanchard  Co.  X"ew 
York.  "  It  was  alleged  that  the  article  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and  that  it  was  in  package  form,  and  the  contents  were  not 
correctly  stated  in  terms  of  measure  on  the  outside  of  the  package,  in  this,  that  the  label 
on  the  outside  of  each  of  the  packages  bore  the  statement,  "This  can  Contains  One 
Gallon  of  the  mixture,  "  whereas  each  of  the  packages  contained  less  than  one  gallon, 
to  wit,  .9247  of  a  gallon. 

On  June  12,  1914,  an  order  was  entered  overruling  a  demurrer  filed  by  the  defendant, 
and  on  October  22,  1915,  a  plea  of  not  guilty  previously  entered  was  withdrawn  and  a 
plea  of  guilty  entered  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  ?20. 

Carl  Vroomax,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 

Washington',  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

236.  Misbranding  of  "  Lion  Brand  Concentrated  Kerosene  Emulsion."   U.  S.  v.  The  James 
A.  Blanchard  Company.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fino,S20.   (I.  &  F.  No.  45.   Dom.  No.  5652.) 

On  February  2,  1914,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  X'ew 
York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  The  James  A. 
Blanchard  Co.,  a  corporation,  New  York,  X".  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said 
defendant,  on  March  1,  1911,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  designated  "  Lion  Brand  Con- 
centrated Kerosene  Emulsion. "  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  packages,  each  labeled  in  part 
as  follows:  "  Lion  Brand  Concentrated  Kerosene  Emulsion.  Directions.  The  strength 
to  be  used  varies  according  to  the  purpose  desired.  For  very  tender  plants,  to  One  Part 
Lion  Brand  Kerosene  Emulsion  add  Thirty  to  Fifty  Farts  Water;  stir  thoroughly  and 
apply.  This  strength  will  kill  plant  lice  (.Vphids)  in  almost  every  instance  if  applied 
thoroughly  as  a  spray.  On  all  fruit  trees  and  most  vegetables  it  can  be  applied  much 
stronger.  One  part  of  this  Emulsion  to  ten  parts  water  make  a  very  strong  wash, 
and  can  be  used  with  safety  on  tlie  more  hardy  plants,  if  applied  in  a  well  diffused 
and  light  spray.  This  strength  will  always  kill  plant  lice  and  many  of  the  scale  in- 
sects. *  *  *  Will  kill  Suctorial  Insects,  which  take  their  food  through  a  proboscis 
wliich  they  insert  into  the  leaves  or  bark,  as  for  example:  Plant  lice,  bark  iice,  and  all 
the  true  bugs,  as  tree  bugs,  squash  bugs,  etc.    *    *   *    Guaranteed  under  the  Insec- 
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ticide  Act  of  1910.  Manufactured  by  Tlie  James  A.  Blanchard  Co.,  The  largest  manu- 
facturers of  Insecticides  in  the  U.  S.    New  York.  " 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insec- 
ticide, (1)  and  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  statements  regarding  the  article 
which  were  false  and  misleading,  (2)  and  that  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  this:  That  statements  on  the  labels  represented  that 
a  mixture  of  1  part  of  the  article  and  30  to  50  parts  of  water,  stirred  thoroughly,  and 
applied  as  a  spray,  would  kill  plant  lice  (Aphids)  in  almost  every  instance;  and  in 
this,  that  statements  on  the  labels  represented  that  a  mixture  of  1  part  of  the  article 
and  10  parts  of  water,  applied  in  a  well  diffused  spray,  would  always  kill  plant  Uce 
and  many  of  the  scale  insects,  and  suctorial  insects  that  take  their  food  through  a 
proboscis,  as  for  example,  plant  lice,  bark  lice,  and  all  true  bugs,  such  as  tree  bugs 
and  squash  bugs,  whereas  the  said  mixture,  so  applied,  would  not  always  kill  plant 
lice,  many  of  the  scale  insects,  and  suctorial  insects  which  take  their  food  through 
a  proboscis,  as  for  example,  plant  lice,  bark  lice,  and  all  true  bugs,  such  as  tree  bugs 
and  squash  bugs. 

On  June  12,  1914,  an  order  was  entered  overruling  a  demurrer  filed  by  the  defend- 
ant, and  on  October  22,  1915,  a  plea  of  not  guilty  previously  entered  was  withdrawn 
and  a  plea  of  guilty  was  entered,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20. 

Carl  Veooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

227.  Misbranding  of  "Lion  Brand  Whale  Oil  Soap."   U.  S.  v=  Tlie  James  A. Blancliard  Coni= 

pany.   Plea  of  guilty.   Fine,  S20.   (I.  &  F.  Nos.  60,  61.    Dom.  Nos.  5651,  659.) 

On  January  10,  1914,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  New 
York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information,  in  two  counts,  against 
The  James  A.  Blanchard  Co.,  a  corporation.  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  ship- 
ment by  the  said  defendant,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Colorado, 
on  March  1,  1911,  in  the  first  count,  and  into  the  State  of  California,  on  May  22,  1911, 
in  the  second  count,  of  quantities  of  an  insecticide  designated  "Lion  Brand  Whale 
Oil  Soap,"  which  were  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act 
of  1910. 

It  was  alleged  further  in  the  information  that  the  article  in  each  shipment  was 
misbranded  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert 
substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects, 
and  neither  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  nor  the 
names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having 
insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  inert  ingredients  present,  were 
stated  on  the  labels  of  the  packages  containing  the  article. 

On  June  12,  1914,  an  order  was  entered  overruling  a  demurrer  filed  by  the  defend- 
ant, the  first  count  of  the  information  was  later  dismissed;  and  on  October  22,  1915, 
a  plea  of  not  guilty  previously  entered  was  withdrawn  and  a  plea  of  guilty  was  entered 
to  the  second  count  of  the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

228.  Misbranding  of  "Soluble  Fir  Tree  Oil  Insecticide."   U.  S.  v.  Tlie  James  A.  Blanchard 

Companj\   Plea  of  guilty.   Fine,S20.   (I.  &  F.  No.  173.    Dom.  No.  6959.) 

On  December  20,  1913,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  New 
York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed,  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  for  said  district,  an  information  against  The  James  A.  Blanchard 
Co.,  a  corporation.  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on 
January  16,  1912,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Ohio,  of  a  quantity 
of  an  insecticide,  designated  "Soluble  Fir  Tree  Oil  Insecticide,"  which  was  adul- 
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terated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The 
article  was  contained  in  packages,  each  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  "Soluble  Fir 
Tree  Oil  Insecticide.  *  *  *  For  destroying  all  kinds  of  insects  and  parasites 
which  infest  plants  whether  at  the  roots  or  on  the  foliage,  such  as  Green  and  Black 
Fly,  Mealy  Bug,  Thrip,  Red  Spider,  Brown  and  ^\^lite  Scale,  American  Blight, 
Y/ooly  Aphis,  Ants,  Grubs,  Worms,  Wood  Lice.  Dii-ections.  *  *  *  for  green  and 
black  fly,  thrip,  American  blight,  wooly  aphis,  etc. — Half  a  pint  of  the  Fir  Tree 
Oil  in  two  or  four  gallons  of  water,  or  two  or  three  tablespoonfuls  to  the  pint.  For 
mealy  bug.  brown  and  white  scale — Half  a  pint  of  the  Fir  Tree  Oil  to  two  gallons 
of  water." 

It  was  alleged  in  the  information  that  the  insecticide  was  misbranded  in  that  the 
package  and  label  bore  the  statement,  "For  destro^^ng  all  kinds  of  insects  and 
parasites  which  infest  plants  whether  at  the  roots  or  on  the  foliage,  such  as  Green  and 
Black  Fly,  Mealy  Bug,  Thiip,  Red  Spider,  Brown  and  White  Scale,  American  Blight, 
Wooly  Aphis,  Ants,  Gnibs,  W^orms,  Wood  Lice",  which  statement  was  false  and  mis- 
leading, and  was  calculated  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the  belief 
that  the  article  would  destroy  all  kinds  of  insects  and  parasites  which  infest  plants 
whether  at  the  roots  or  on  the  foliage,  such  as  green  and  black  fly,  mealy  bug,  thrip, 
red  spider,  brown  and  white  scale,  American  blight,  woolly  aphis,  ants,  grubs,  worms, 
and  wood  lice,  whereas  the  ai-ticle  would  not  destroy  all  of  said  insects  or  parasites. 
Misbranding  of  the  insecticide  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an 
inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
insects,  and  the  name  and  percenta.ge  amount  of  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated 
on  the  label,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  said  inert  ingredient, 
were  the  names  and  percenta,ge  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article 
having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  said  inert  ingi-edient, 
stated  on  the  label. 

On  June  12,  1914,  an  order  was  entered  overruling  a  demun^er  filed  by  the  defend- 
ant, and  on  October  22,  1915,  a  plea  of  not  guiltj^  pre\iou3ly  entered  was  withdrawn 
and  a  plea  of  guilty  entered  to  the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20. 

Carl  Yroojiax,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washixgtox.  D.  C,  Mo.y  U  1917. 

229.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Lion  Brand  Arsenate  of  Lead".   U.  S.  v.  The  James 
A.  Blanchard  Company.   Plea  of  guilty.   Fine,  3*20.   (.1.  &  F.  Xo.  274.    Dom.  Xo.  75t>-5.) 

On  December  31,  1914,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  New 
York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Seci*etary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  The  James  A. 
Blanchard  Co.,  a  corporation.  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defend- 
ant, on  March  24,  1913,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Georgia,  of  a 
quantity  of  an  article  designated  ''Lion  Brand  Arsenate  of  Lead,  "  which  was  adulter- 
ated and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  i\rticle 
was  contained  in  20  cans,  each  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  "Lion  Brand  Arsenate  of 
Lead  *  *  As  it  leaves  our  factoiy  is  guaranteed  to  test  50  to  55  per  cent. 
Arsenate  of  Lead,  12Jt  to  15  per  cent.  As^Oj.  *  *  *  Guaranteed  under  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910  by  The  James  A.  Bhmchard  Company,  New  York,  N.  Y,  and 
St.  Joseph,  Mich." 

Adulteration  of  the  ai'ticle  wiis  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  wa.s  lead  arsenate 
and  contained  total  arsenic  equivalent  to  less  than  12.^  per  cent  of  arsenic  oxid  (As-.Oj). 
Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  lead  arsenate,  and  sub- 
stances, to  wit,  soluble  salts,  had  been  mixed  and  packed  with  it  so  as  to  reduce, 
lower,  and  injuriously  affect  quality  and  strength. 

Misbranding  of  the  tu-ticle  was  alleged  in  the  infonnation  in  that  it  was  lead  arsenate, 
(1)  and  that  the  label  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  and  the  ingredients 
therein  which  were  false  and  misleading.  (2;  and  that  the  article  was  labeled  and 
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branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  pm-chaser:  in  this,  that  the  statements, 
"Lion  Brand  Arsenate  of  Lead",  and  "As  it  leaves  our  factory  is  guaranteed  to  test 
50  to  55  per  cent.  Arsenate  of  Lead,  12 J  to  15  per  cent.  AS2O5,"  represented  that  the 
article  was  pure  lead  arsenate  and  that  it  contained  arsenate  of  lead  in  a  proportion 
of  50  to  55  per  cent,  and  arsenic  oxid  (AS2O5)  in  a  proportion  of  12-|-  to  15  per  cent, 
whereas  the  article  was  not  pure  lead  arsenate,  but  consisted  of  a  mixture  of  lead 
arsenate  and  soluble  salts,  and  the  article  contained  arsenate  of  lead  in  a  proportion 
less  than  50  per  cent,  and  arsenic  oxid  (AS2O5)  in  a  proportion  less  than  12J  per  cent. 

On  June  12,  1914,  an  order  was  entered  overruling  a  demurrer  filed  by  the  defend- 
ant, and  on  October  22,  1915,  a  plea  of  not  guilty  previously  entered  was  withdrawn 
and  a  plea  of  guilty  was  entered,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

230.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Cresol".  U.  S.  v.  Alfred  E.  Peck  (Cresol  ChemicaJ 
Company),   Plea  of  guilty.   Fine,S35.   (I.  &  F.  Nos.  79,  98.    Dom.  Nos.  6759,  6760.) 

At  the  February  term,  1914,  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Ea,stern 
District  of  New  York,  the  United  States  attorney,  acting  upon  reports  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  said  court  two  informations  against  Alfred  E.  Peck, 
New  York,  N.  Y.,  doing  business  under  the  name  of  Cresol  Chemical  Co.,  alleging 
the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  February  9,  1912,  from  the  State  of  New  York 
into  the  District  of  Columbia,  of  quantities  of  an  article  designated  "Cresol,"  in  vio- 
lation of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

It  v/as  alleged  in  each  of  the  informations  that  the  article  was  adulterated  in  that 
it  v/as  an  insecticide,  and  that  certain  substances,  to  wit,  water,  soap,  and  coal-tar 
hydrocarbons,  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  the  article,  to  wit,  cresol.  Misbranding 
of  the  article  was  alleged  in  each  of  the  informations  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  other 
than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance, 
to  wit,  water,  which  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  neither 
the  name  and  percentage  am_ount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  nor  the  names  and 
percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecti- 
cidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  were  stated  on 
the  label. 

It  was  alleged  in  one  of  the  informations  that  the  article  was  misbranded  in  that  it 
was  an  insecticide,  and  the  label  bore  statemxcnts  regarding  the  same  which  were 
false  and  misleading;  in  this,  that  the  label  bore  the  statements,  "Costs  only  five 
cents  per  gallon  and  is  absolutely  harmless  for  inexperienced  persons  to  use,  as  Cresol 
is  nonpoisonous.  *  *  *  Manufactured  only  by  the  Cresol  Chemical  Co.,  Borough 
of  Brooklyn,  New  York  City,  U.  S.  A.  *  *  *  To  purify  the  air  and  destroy  ail 
germs,  place  Cresol  in  flat  dish  diluted  one  to  ten.  *  -^^  *  Cloths  hung  about  the 
sick  room  wrung  out  of  a  mixture  of  Cresol  one  to  fifty  parts  water  will  purify  the  air, 
and  kill  all  germs  or  parasites  of  contagious  diseases;"  whereas  the  article  was  not 
absolutely  harmless  for  inexperienced  persons  to  use,  and  was  not  nonpoisonous; 
the  article  was  not  manufactured  by  the  Cresol  Chemical  Co.,  but  was  a  product  of 
foreign  manufacture  and  v\^as  imported  and  sold  to  the  Cresol  Chemical  Co,  by  another 
company  of  New  York  City;  and  the  article,  when  used  in  the  dilution  and  in  the 
method  and  manner  directed,  would  not  purify  the  air  and  kill  all  germs. 

It  was  alleged  in  the  other  information  that  the  article  was  misbranded  in  that  it 
was  an  insecticide,  and  the  label  bore  statements  regarding  the  same  which  were 
faibe  and  mialGading-  in  this,  that  the  label  bore  the  statement,  "Cresol"  and  "Cresol 
is  nonpc:it;Gnous",  whereas  the  article  was  not  cresol,  but  a  mixture  of  cresol,  water, 
soap,  and  coal-tar  hydrocarbons,  and  the  article  was  not  nonpoisonous.  Misbranding 
of  the  article  was  alleged  in  this  information  in  that  it  v/as  an  insecticide,  and  was 
an  imitation  of,  and  sold  under  the  distinctive  name  of  another  article,  to  wit,  cresol, 
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whereas  the  article  was  not  cresol,  but  was  an  imitation  of  cresol,  consisting  of  a  mix- 
ture of  cresol,  water,  soap,  and  coal-tar  hydiocarbons,  and  v.as  sold  under  the  name 
of  cresol. 

The  two  informations  were  consolidated,  and  on  February  5,  1916,  pleas  of  not 
guilty  preA^ously  entered  having  been  ^v-ithdrawn  and  pleas  of  guilty  having  been 
been  entered  to  both  infcraiations,  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  >-25  covering  the  com.- 
bined  cases. 

Cakl  Vroomax,  Acting  Secrehiry  of  Agricidttire. 
Washingtox,  D.  r.,  May  1,  1917. 

2;J1.  Misbranding  of  "White  Tar  Preser\ing  Camphor  Compound."   U.  S.  v.  The  White  Tar 
Company.   Plea  of  guilty.   Fine,Slo.   (I.  &  F.  No.  262.    Dom.  No.  7903.; 

On  May  27,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  New  York, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  AMiite  Tar  Co..  a  corpora- 
tion, New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  March  3,  1913, 
from  the  State  of  New  York,  into  the  District  of  Columbia,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article 
designated  "\Miite  Tar  PreserAing  Camphor  Compound",  which  was  misbranded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in 
36  packages,  each  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  "\Miite  Tar  PreserAdng  Camphor  Com- 
pound. The  best  moth  destroyer  and  disinfectant.  This  substance  presents  in  a 
concentrated  form,  all  the  insecticide  and  antiseptic  properties  of  coal  tar  from  which 
it  is  prepared  with  gum  camphor.  *  *  *  Prepared  by  The  "\Miite  Tar  Company, 
New  York." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  ihat  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide, and  that  it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser 
thereof  into  the  belief  that  the  article  was  the  best  disinfectant,  whereas  the  article 
was  not  the  best  disinfectant.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that 
it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the  belief 
that  the  article  presented  in  a  concentrated  form  all  of  the  insecticidal  and  antiseptic 
properties  of  coal  tar,  whereas  the  article  did  not  present  in  a  concentrated  form  all 
of  the  insecticidal  and  antiseptic  properties  of  coal  tar. 

On  July  13,  1915,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and  the 
court  imposed  a  fine  of  $15. 

Caul  Vhoomax,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

232.  Misbranding  of  "Aphisclde."   U.  S.  v.  Portland  Seed  Company.   Plea  cf  guilty.  Fine, 
SIO.   (I.  <fc  F.  No.  314.    Dom.  Nos.  7749  and  S757.) 

On  October  4,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Oregon,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  said  district  an  information,  in  two  counts,  against  the  Portland  Seed  Co., 
a  corporation,  Portland,  Oreg.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  or  about 
June  30,  1914,  and  on  or  about  April  11,  1913,  from  the  State  of  Oregon,  into  the  State 
of  Washington,  of  quantities  of  an  article  designated  Aphiscide",  which  were  mis- 
branded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained 
in  cans,  each  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  "Aphiscide  *  *  *  Kills  Aphis,  Green 
Fly,  Thrip  and  Kindred  Pests  *  *  *  Gallon  00c  *  *  *  Portland  Seed  Co., 
Portland,  Oreg." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  each  shipment  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide, 
and  that  the  labels  of  the  cans  containing  the  article  bore  statements  regarding  the 
article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  as  follows;  in  that  the  statement,  "Kills 
Aphis,  Green  Fly,  Thrip  and  Kindred  Pests,"  conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression 
that  the  article  would  be  effective  against  all  plant  pests  kindred  to  aphis,  green  fly, 
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and  thrip,  whereas  it  would  not  be  effective  against  ail  plant  pests  kindred  to  aphis, 
green  ny,  and  thrip ;  and  in  that  the  statement,  ' '  Gallon  606, ' '  by  reason  of  the  apparent 
and  comparative  size  of  the  packages,  conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression  that  each 
of  the  cans  contained  one  gallon  of  the  article,  whereas  each  of  the  cans  contained  less 
than  one  gallon  of  the  article.  Misbranding  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  article  was 
an  insecticide,  and  that  it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser  thereof,  as  follows:  in  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels,  "Kills  Aphis, 
Green  Fly,  Thrip  and  Kindred  Pests,"  was  calculated  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser  into  the  belief  that  the  article  would  be  effective  against  all  plant  pests 
kindred  to  aphis,  green  fly,  and  thrip,  whereas  it  would  not  be  effective  against  all 
plant  pests  kindred  to  aphis,  green  fly,  and  thrip;  and  in  that  the  statement  borne  on 
the  labels  of  the  cans,  "Gallon  60(1;,"  was,  by  reason  of  the  apparent  and  compa^rative 
size  of  the  packages,  calculated  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the  belief 
that  each  of  the  cans  contained  1  gallon  of  the  article,  whereas  each  of  the  cans  con- 
tained less  than  1  gallon  thereof.  Misbranding  of  the  article  in  each  shipment  was 
alleged  further  in  that  the  article  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  it  was  in  package  form, 
and  the  contents  were  stated  in  terms  of  measure  but  they  were  not  plainly  and 
correctly  stated  on  the  outside  of  the  package,  in  this,  that  the  statement,  "Gallon 
Q0<^  ,' '  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  outside  of  the  packages  containing  the  article,  by  reason 
of  the  apparent  and  comparative  size  of  the  packages,  purported  and  operated  to  state 
that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  packages  were  one  gallon  of  the  article,  whereas  the 
contents  of  each  of  the  packages  were  not  1  gallon  of  the  article,  but  were  less  than  1 
gallon  thereof. 

On  February  21,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  |10. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

233,  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Sinclair's  Chieftain  Brand  High  Test  Chlorinated 
Limec"  U.  S.  v.  Fifteen  cases  of  Sinclair's  Chieftain  Brand  High  Test  Chlorinated 
Lime.  Consent  decree  of  condemnation  and  forfeitvire.  Product  ordered  released  on 
foond.   (I.  &  F.  No.  343.   S.  No.  23.    Dom.  No.  10100.) 

On  July  23, 1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  Iowa,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  seizure  and  condemnation  of  15  cases,  more 
or  less,  of  an  article  designated  "Sinclair's  Chieftain  Brand  High  Test  Chlorinated 
Lime, ' '  remaining  unsold  in  the  original  unbroken  packages  at  Cedar  Rapids,  Iowa.  It 
was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  had  been  shipped  and  transported  in  interstate 
commerce  on  or  about  July  12,  1915,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  Iowa,  and 
was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 
The  article  was  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  "Sinclair's  Chieftain  Brand  High  Test 
Chlorinated  Lime.  12  ounces  net  weight  *  *  Active  ingredient,  available 
chlorine  30%,  Inert  ingredients  70%        *   *   The  Sinclair  Mfg.  Co.,  Toledo." 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and 
fungicide,  and  that  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and 
quality  under  which  it  was  sold:  in  this,  that  the  statement,  "Active  ingredient,  avail- 
able chlorine  30%  .  Inert  ingredients  70% borne  on  the  labels,  purported  and  pro- 
fessed to  state  that  the  article  was  of  the  strength  and  purity  of  containing  and  consist- 
ing of  available  chlorine  in  the  proportion  of  30  per  cent  thereof,  and  inert  ingredients 
in  the  proportion  of  70  per  cent  thereof ,  said  available  chlorine  being  a  substance  having 
insecticidal  and  fungicidal  properties,  and  said  inert  ingredients  being  substances 
which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi;  whereas  the  a,rticle 
contained  and  consisted  of  available  chlorine  in  a  proportion  less  than  30  per  cent 
thereof,  and  contained  and  consisted  of  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than 
70  per  cent  thereof. 
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ilisbianding  was  alleged  in  the  libel  in  that  the  article  v,as  an  insecticide  and 
fungicide,  and  that  the  packages  and  labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  article 
which  were  false  and  misleading:  (1)  In  that  the  statement,  "12  oimces  net  weight,  " 
borne  on  the  labels,  conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression  that  each  of  the  pack- 
ages contained  12  ounces  net  weight  of  the  article,  whereas  each  of  the  packages 
coiitained  less  than  12  ounces  net  weight  thereof;  (2)  and  in  that  the  statement, 
"Active  ingredient,  available  chlorine  305c.  Inert  ingredients  70 fc,"  borne  ou 
the  labels,  conveyed  the  meaning  and  imj)ression  that  the  article  contained  avail- 
able chlorine  in  the  proportion  of  30  per  cent  thereof,  and  inert  ingredients  in  the 
proportion  of  70  per  cent  thereof,  whereas  the  article  contained  available  chlorine 
in  a  proportion  less  than  30  per  cent  thereof,  and  inert  ingredients  In  a  proportion 
greater  than  70  per  cent  thereof.  Misbi-anding  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  arti- 
cle was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  (1)  In  that  the  statement ' '  12  ounces  net  weight,  " 
borne  on  the  labels,  vras  calculated  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the 
belief  that  each  oj  the  packages  contained  12  ounces  net  weight  of  the  article,  whereas 
each  of  the  packages  contained  less  than  12  ounces  of  the  article;  (2)  and  in  that  the 
statement,  "'Active  ingredient,  available  chlorine  30%.  Inert  Ingredients  70%," 
borne  on  the  labels,  was  calculated  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the 
belief  that  the  article  contained  available  chlorine  in  the  proportion  of  30  per  cent 
thereof,  and  inert  ingredients  in  the  proportion  of  70  per  cent  thereof,  whereas,  the 
article  contained  available  chlorine  in  a  propoition  less  than  30  per  cent,  and  inert- 
ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  70  per  cent  thereof. 

On  October  9,  1915,  the  Sinclair  Manufacturing  Co.,  haAing  filed  an  anpwer  to  the 
libel  as  claimant  of  the  product,  and  ha™g  consented  to  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture,  judgment  of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was 
ordered  by  the  court  that  the  product  should  be  released  to  said  claimant  upon  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  of  the  proceedings  and  the  execution  of  a  bond  in  the  sum  of  §250, 
in  conformity  with  section  10  of  the  act. 

Carl  Vroomax,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  May  L  1917. 

234.  Adiilteration  and  misbranding  of  "Arsenate  of  Lead,  Paste  Form".  Adnlteratfon  and 
misbrandiiig  of  "Arsenate  of  Lead".  U.  S.  v.  Devoe  &  ilaynolds  Company.  Plea  of 
guilty.  Fine,  S3a  and  costs.   (I.  <i:  F.  Nos.  14tj,  150, 175,  ]76.   Dom.  Nos.  6974,  7001, 702G,  750o.) 

The  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois,  acting  upon  reports 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  liled  in  the  District  Coiut  of  the  United  States  for 
Baid  district  foui"  iniormations  against  Devoe  &  Raynoids  Co.,  a  corporation,  Chicago, 
111.,  alleging  \-iolations  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  as  follows: 

On  January  30,  1915,  an  information  was  filed  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defend- 
ant, on  April  12,  1912,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  oi  Nebraska,  of  a  quan- 
tity of  an  article  designated  ""Araenate  of  Lead,  Paste  Form",  vhicli  was  adulterated 
and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  The  article  was  contained  in  60  jai-a, 
each  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  "Araenate  of  Lead.  Paste  Form.  5  Pounds.  Made 
by  Devoe  and  Ptaynolds  Co.  New  York,  Chicago,  Kansas  City.  *  *  *  ^Vnalysis: 
Ai-scnic  Oxide  15.0;^,  Lead  Oxide  31.0,^.  Soluble  Salts  4.0%,  Water  50.0%.  Guar- 
anteed in  paste  form  to  contain  not  more  than  50%  water   *   *  *." 

Adidttuation  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  lead  arsenate, 
(1)  and  that  it  contained  more  than  50  per  cent  of  water,  vx  hich  resulting  Dilxturo  of 
extra  wat^r  and  lead  arsenate  was  not  stated  on  the  label  as  lead  arsenate  and  water, 
nor  was  the  percentage  of  extra  water  present  in  the  article  stated  on  the  label ;  (2) 
and  that  it  contained  arsenic  in  water-soluble  forms,  \N  hich  said  arsenic  in  water- 
Boluble  forms  contained  in  the  article  was  equivalent  to  more  than  yVo  P<^''  c^'iit  of 
arsenic  oxide  (AsgOJ;  (3)  and  that  the  quality  and  strength  of  the  article  had  been 
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reduced,  lowered  and  injuriously  affected  in  this,  that  other  substances,  to  vat,  v/ater 
and  soluble  salts,  had  been  mixed  and  packed  with  the  article. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  lead  arsenate, 
(1)  and  that  it  contained  total  arsenic  equivalent  to  less  than  12}  per  cent  of  arsenic; 
oxide  (AS2O5) ;  (2)  and  that  the  statement  on  the  label,  "Arsenate  of  Lead,  Paste  Form. 
5  Pounds.  ^  ^  ^  Water  50.0%.  Guaranteed  in  paste  form  to  contain  not  more 
than  50%  water,"  deceived  and  misled  the  purchaser  in  that  it  piu'ported  to  state 
that  the  jars  contained  5  pounds  of  the  article  computed  on  the  basis  that  it  contained 
50  per  cent- water,  whereas,  the  jars  contained  much  less  than  5  pounds  of  the  article 
computed  on  the  basis  that  it  contained  50  per  cent  water;  (3)  and  that  the  statement 
on  the  label,  "Arsenate  of  Lead  ^  *  ^-  Analysis:  ^-  *  *  Water  50.0%.  Guar- 
anteed in  paste  form  to  contain  not  more  than  50%  water,"  deceived  and  misled  the 
purchaser  in  that  it  purported  to  state  that  the  article  contained  not  more  than  50  per 
cent  of  water,  whereas  the  article  contained  more  than  50  per  cent  of  water;  (4)  and 
that  the  statement  on  the  label,  "Arsenate  of  Lead.  *  *  Analysis:  Arsenic 
Oxid  15.0%  "  misled  and  deceived  the  puichaser  in  that  it  purported  to  state  that 
the  article  contained  15  per  cent  of  arsenic  oxide,  whereas  the  article  contained  much 
less  than  15  per  cent  of  arsenic  oxide;  (5)  and  that  the  statement  on  the  label,  to  wit, 
"Arsenate  of  Lead.  *  ^  Analysis:  Lead  Oxide  31.0%,"  misled  and  deceived 
the  purchaser  in  that  it  purported  to  state  that  the  article  contained  31  per  cent  of  lead 
oxide,  whereas  the  article  contained  much  less  than  31  per  cent  of  lead  oxide;  (6)  and 
that  the  statement  on  the  label,  "Arsenate  of  Lead.  Paste  Form,"  misled  and 
deceived  the  purchaser  in  that  it  purported  to  state  that  the  article  was  arsenate  of 
lead,  paste  form,  whereas  the  article  was  not  arsenate  of  lead,  paste  form,  but  was  a 
mixture  of  lead  arsenate  paste  and  other  substances,  to  wit,  water  and  soluble  salts; 
(7)  and  in  that  the  statement  on  the  label,  "  Ai'senate  of  Lead,  Paste  Form,  5  Pounds. 
*  *  ^  Analysis:  *  ^  *  Water  50.0%.  Guaranteed  in  paste  form  to  contain 
not  more  than  50%  water,"  purported  to  state,  plainly  and  correctly  in  terms  of  weight 
on  the  outside  of  the  package,  the  contents  of  the  package  containing  the  article  to  be 
5  pounds  of  the  article,  computed  on  the  basis  that  the  article  contained  50  per  cent  of 
water,  whereas  the  contents  of  the  package  containing  the  article  were  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly  in  terms  of  weight  on  the  outside  of  the  package,  in  this,  that  the 
package  did  not  contain  5  pounds  of  the  article  computed  on  the  basis  that  it  contained 
50  per  cent  of  water. 

On  January  39,  1915,  an  information  was  filed  alleging  the  shipment  by  said 
defendant,  on  April  30,  1912,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of  Utah,  of  a 
quantity  of  an  article  designated  "Arsenate  of  Lead,  Paste  Form,"  which  was  adul- 
terated and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  The  article  was  contained 
in  100  jars,  each  labeled  in  pai't  as  follows:  "Arsenate  of  Lead,  Paste  Form.  1  Poimd. 
Made  by  Devoe  &  Raynolds  Co.  New  York,  Chicago,  Kansas  City.  Analysis: 
Arsenic  oxide  15.0%,  lead  oxide  31.0%,  Soluble  Salts  4.0%,  Water  50.0%.  Guaran- 
teed in  paste  form  to  contain  not  more  than  50%  water.    *   *   *  ." 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  lead  arsenate 
and  contained  arsenic  in  water-soluble  forms  equivalent  to  more  than  i^oV  per  cent  of 
arsenic  oxide  (AS2O5). 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  the  article  was  lead 
arsenate,  (1)  and  that  the  statement  on  the  label,  "Arsenate  of  Lead,  Paste  Form,"  was 
false  and  misleading,  in  this,  that  it  pui'ported  to  state  that  the  article  was  arsenate  of 
lead  in  paste  form,  whereas  it  was  not  arsenate  of  lead  in  paste  form,  but  was  a  mixture 
of  lead  arsenate  paste  and  other  substances,  to  wit,  soluble  salts;  (2)  and  that  the 
quality  and  strength  of  the  article  had  been  reduced,  lowered,  and  injuriously  affected, 
in  this,  that  other  substances,  to  wit,  soluble  salts,  had  been  mixed  and  packed  with  the 
article;  (3)  and  in  that  the  statement  on  the  label,  "Arsenate  of  Lead,  Paste  Form," 
deceived  and  misled  in  that  it  purported  to  state  that  the  article  was  arsenate  of  lead 
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In  paste  form,  whereas  it  was  not  arsenate  of  lead  in  paste  form,  but  was  a  mixture  of 
lead  arsenate  paste  and  other  substances,  to  wit,  soluble  salts. 

On  January  30,  1915,  an  information  was  filed  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defend- 
ant, on  May  14,  1912,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of  Ohio,  of  a  quantity  of 
an  article  called  "Arsenate  of  Lead,  Paste  Form,"  which  was  adulterated  and  mis- 
branded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  The  article  was  contained  in  40  jars  labeled 
in  part  as  follows:  ''Arsenate  of  Lead,  Paste  Form.  5  pounds.  Made  by  Devoe  & 
Raynolds  Co.  Chicago,  New  York,  Kansas  City.  ^  *  Analysis. .  Arsenic 
oxide  14.0%,  Lead  Oxide  31.0%,  soluble  salts  5.0%,  water  50.0%.  Guaranteed  in 
paste  form,  to  contain  not  more  than  50%  water.    *   *  * 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  lead  areenate, 
(1)  and  that  it  contained  more  than  50  per  cent  of  water,  which  resulting  mixture 
of  extra  water  and  lead  arsenate  was  not  stated  on  the  label  as  lead  arsenate  and  water, 
nor  was  the  percentage  of  extra  water  present  in  the  article  stated  on  the  label;  (2) 
and  that  it  contained  total  arsenic  equivalent  to  less  than  12^  per  cent  of  arsenic  oxide 
(AsoOr,);  (3)  and  that  the  quahty  and  strength  of  the  article  was  reduced,  lowered  and 
injuriously  affected  in  that  other  substances,  to  wit,  water  and  soluble  salts,  had  been 
mixed  with  the  article. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  lead  arsenate 
(1)  and  that  the  statements,  "Analysis.  -^^  *  *  water  50.0%,"  and  "Guaranteed 
in  paste  form,  to  contain  not  more  than  50%  water,"  deceived  and  misled,  in  this, 
that  they  piu'ported  to  state  that  the  article  contained  50  per  cent  of  water,  whereas 
the  article  contained  more  than  50  per  cent  of  water;  (2)  and  that  the  statement  on 
the  label,  "Analysis.  Arsenic  oxide  14.0%"  deceived  and  misled,  in  this,  that  it 
purported  to  state  that  the  article  contained  14  per  cent  of  arsenic  oxide,  whereas  the 
article  did  not  contain  14  per  cent  of  arsenic  oxide,  but  a  much  less  amount;  (3)  and 
that  the  statement  on  the  label,  "Analysis.  -^^  *  *  Lead  oxide  31.0%"  deceived  and 
misled  in  this,  that  it  purported  to  state  that  the  article  contained  31  per  cent  of  lead 
oxide,  whereas  the  article  did  not  contain  31  per  cent  of  lead  oxide,  but  a  much  less 
am.ount;  (4)  and  that  the  statements  on  the  label,  "Paste  Form.  5  pounds,"  and 
"water  50.0%,  "  deceived  and  misled  in  this,  that  the  statements  purported  to  state 
that  each  of  the  jars  contained  5  pounds  net  weight  of  the  article  on  a  50  per  cent 
water  basis,  vrhereas  each  of  the  jars  did  not  contain  5  pounds  of  lead  ai'senate  on  a 
50  per  cent  water  basis,  but  a  much  less  amount;  (5)  and  that  the  statements  on  the 
label,  "Paste  Form.  5  pounds."  and  "water  50.0%,"  deceived  and  ndsled,  in  this, 
that  they  piu'ported  to  state,  plainly  and  correctly,  the  contents  of  each  of  the  packages 
containing  the  article  in  terms  of  weight  on  the  outside  of  the  packages,  whereas  the 
statements  did  not  state,  plainly  and  correctly,  the  contents  of  each  of  the  packages 
containing  the  article  in  terms  of  weight  on  the  outside  of  the  packages. 

On  February  6, 1915,  an  information  was  filed  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defend- 
ant, on  March  18,  1912,  from  the  State  of  Ilhnois,  into  the  State  of  Colorado,  of  a  quan- 
tity of  an  article  designated  "Arsenate  of  Load,"  Avhich  was  adulterated  and  misbranded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  The  ai-ticlc  was  contained  in  100  cans,  each  labeled 
in  part  as  follows:  "This  package  does  not  contain  dried  out  ai'senate  of  lead.  It 
does  contain  the  proper  chemicals  in  powdered  form,  wliich,  when  stincd  into  A\ater, 
will  produce  a  precipitate  of  2  pounds  of  arsenate  of  lead.  (This  precipitate  is  calcu- 
lated on  a  dry  basis  and  is  equal  to  4  pounds  of  pulp  arsenate  of  lead,  which  is  only 
half  arsenate  of  lead,  the  other  half  being  water)  *  *  *  Manufactured  solely  by 
Devoe  &  Pvaynolds  Co.  New  York,  Chicago,  Kansas  City  *  *  *  This  package 
contains  dry  chemicals  which  will  analyze:  G5%  Binarsenate  of  Soda  30%,  Nitrate  of 
Lead  70%  with  sulBcient  glutinent  to  sec  ure  adhesion  of  the  arsenate  of  lead  to  the 
fohage.  *  *  *  Analysis  of  Dry  Arsenate  of  Lead:  Arsenic  oxide  29.00%,  lead 
oxide  71.00%  =100.00%.    Arsenate  of  lead  Poison  Antidote.    *   *  *" 
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Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide, (1)  and  that  the  statement  on  the  label,  "2  pounds  of  arsenate  of  lead,  "  purported 
to  state  that  the  article  was  arsenate  of  lead,  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the 
article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  ciuality  under  wliich  it  was  sold,  in  this, 
that  the  article  was  not  arsenate  of  lead  but  was  a  mixture  of  about  33  per  cent  lead 
nitrate,  32  per  cent  lead  acetate,  32  per  cent  sodium  arsenate,  and  3  per  cent  com 
starch;  (2)  and  that  the  statement  on  the  label,  "2  pounds  of  arsenate  of  lead, "  puj- 
ported  to  state  that  the  article  was  arsenate  of  lead,  whereas  it  was  not  arsenate  of 
lead  but  consisted  of  other  substances,  to  wit,  lead  arsenate,  lead  acetate,  sodium 
arsenate,  and  corn  starch,  which  substances  had  been  substituted  wholly  for  arsenate 
of  lead. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information:  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide, (1)  and  that  the  statement  on  the  la,bel,  "Arsenate  of  Lead,"  purported  to  state 
that  the  article  was  arsenate  of  lead,  whereas  it  was  not  arsenate  of  lead  but  was  a 
mixture  of  other  substances,  to  wit,  about  33  per  cent  lead  nitrate,  32  per  cent  lead 
acetate,  32  per  cent  sodium  arsenate,  and  3  per  cent  corn  starch,  in  imitation  of  and 
offered  for  sale  under  the  name  of  another  article,  to  wit,  arsenate  of  lead;  (2)  and  that 
the  statement,  "This  package  does  not  contain  dried  out  arsenate  of  lead.  It  does 
contain  the  proper  chemicals  in  powdered  form,  which,  when  stirred  into  water,  will 
produce  a  precipitate  of  2  pounds  of  arsenate  of  lead,"  deceived  and  misled  the  pur- 
chaser in  this,  that  the  statement,  "2  pounds  of  arsenate  of  lead,"  appearing  on 
the  label  in  large  and  conspicuous  type,  and  on  the  most  prominent  part  or  the 
label,  and  the  words  "This  package  does  not  contain  dried  out  arsenate  of  lead.  It 
does  contain  the  proper  chemicals  in  powdered  form,  which,  when  stirred  into  water 
will  produce  a  precipitate  of,"  appearing  on  the  label  in  small  and  inconspicuous 
type,  purported  to  state  that  the  article  was  arsenate  of  lead,  whereas  it  was  not 
arsenate  of  lead,  but  was  a  mixture  of  other  substances,  to  wit,  33  per  cent  of  lead 
nitrate,  32  per  cent  of  lead  acetate,  32  per  cent  of  sodium  arsenate,  and  3  per  cent  of 
corn  starch,  in  imitation  of  and  offered  for  sale  under  the  name  of  another  article, 
arsenate  of  lead;  (3)  and  that  the  statement,  "Analysis  of  Dry  Arsenate  of  Lead: 
Arsenate  oxide  29.00%,  lead  oxide  71.00%  =100.00%,"  deceived  and  misled  in  that 
it  purported  to  state  that  the  article  was  arsenate  of  lead,  whereas  it  wsbs  not  arsenate 
of  lead  but  was  a  mixture  of  other  substances,  to  wit,  33  per  cent  of  lead  nitrate, 

32  per  cent  of  lead  acetate,  32  per  cent  of  sodium  arsenate,  and  3  per  cent  of  corn 
starch,  in  imitation  of  and  offered  for  sale  under  the  name  of  another  article,  arsenate 
of  lead;  (4)  and  that  the  statement  on  the  label,  "Arsenate  of  lead  Poison  Anti- 
dote *  *  deceived  and  misled,  in  this,  that  it  purported  to  state  that  the 
article  was  lead  arsenate,  whereas  it  was  not  lead  arsenate,  but  was  a  mixture  of  other 
substances,  33  per  cent  of  lead  nitrate,  32  per  cent  of  lead  acetate,  32  per  cent  of 
sodium  arsenate,  and  3  per  cent  of  corn  starch,  in  imitation  of  and  offered  for  sale 
under  the  name  of  another  article,  arsenate  of  lead;  (5)  and  that  the  statement  on 
the  label,  "This  package  contains  dry  chemicals  which  will  analyze:  65%  Binarsenate 
of  Soda  30%,  Nitrate  of  Lead  70%,"  deceived  and  misled  in  this,  that  it  purported 
to  state  that  the  article  consisted  of  65  per  cent  binarsenate  of  soda,  30  per  cent  and 
nitrate  of  lead  70  per  cent,  whereas  the  article  did  not  contain  65  per  cent  binarsenate 
"of  soda  30  per  cent  and  nitrate  of  lead  70  per  cent,  but  consisted  of  a  mixture  of  about 

33  per  cent  of  lead  nitrate,  32  per  cent  lead  acetate,  32  per  cent  sodium  arsenate,  and 
3  per  cent  corn  starch;  (6)  and  that  it  contained  arsenic  and  was  an  insecticide  other 
than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  the  label  did  not  state  the  total  amount  of 
arsenic  present  in  the  article  (expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic);  (7)  and 
that  the  article  contained  arsenic  in  water-soluble  forms  and  was  an  insecticide  other 
than  lead  arsenates  and  Paris  greens,  and  the  label  did  not  state  the  total  amount  of 
arsenic  present  (expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic);  (8)  and  that  the  article 
consisted  partially  of  inert  ingredients  and  was  an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  greens 
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and  load  arsenates,  and  the  label  did  not  state  the  name  and  percentage  amounts  of 
each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  which  ingredients  do  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  percentage  amount 
of  each  and  eveiy  inert  ingredient  present  in  the  article,  the  name  and  percentage 
amount  of  each  and  every  ingredient  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total 
percentage  of  inert  ingredients  present. 

On  July  14,  1915,  the  defendant  entered  pleas  of  not  guilty  to  the  several  informa- 
tions. On  October  23,  1915,  an  order  consolidating  the  four  cases  was  entered,  the 
defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25 
and  costs  in  the  consolidated  case. 

Carl  Vrooman',  Acting  Secretary  of  AgricuUure. 
V/ashington,  D.  C,  yicuj  i,  1917. 

235.  Adviltcration  and  inisbranding  of  "Stearns'  Electric  Rat  and  Roat'li  Paste."   U.  S.  v. 

Stearns'  Electric  Paste  Co.   Plea  of  guilty.   Fine,S'i.5  and  costs.   (I.     F.  Xo.  53.  Dom. 

No.  5760.) 

On  May  21,  1914,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary'  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  said  cUstrict  an  information  against  the  Stearns"  Electric  Paste 
Co.,  a  corporation,  Chicago,  111.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  May 
22,  1911,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of  Indiana,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article 
designated  ''Stearns'  Electric  Rat  and  Roach  Paste,"  which  was  adulterated  and 
misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was 
contained  in  1.440  packages,  each  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  ''Stearns'  Electric  Rat 
and  Roach  Paste.  -  *  *  Stearns  Electric  Paste  Co.,  Chicago,  III,  *  * 
Guaranteed  by  Steams'  Electric  Paste  Co.  under  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  Serial 
No.  30,  Contains  3%  Phosphorus.    *  * 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide, 
and  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  pm-ported  to  state  that  the  article  contained  not 
less  than  3  per  cent  of  phosphorus,  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article 
fell  below  the  professed  standard  of  quality  under  which  it  wa5  sold  in  that  the  article 
did  not  contain  3  per  cent  phosphorus,  but  contained  a  much  less  amoimt  thereof. 

^Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide, 
and  (1)  in  that  the  label  was  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  it  deceived  and  mis- 
led the  purchaser  in  this,  that  the  label  purported  to  state  that  the  article  contained 
not  less  than  3  per  cent  of  phosphorus,  whereas  the  article  did  not  contain  3  per  cent 
of  phosphorus,  but  contained  a  much  less  amount. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  inert  ingredients  were  not  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly stated  on  the  label,  nor  in  lieu  thereof  were  the  coiTect  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insec-ticidal  properties, 
and  the  total  percentage  of  inert  ingredients  present,  stated  plainly  on  the  label. 

On  January  2«,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and 
on  F(^bruary  11,  1916,  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

Caul  \'hooma\.  Acting  Sccretanj  of  Agriculture. 

W  ASHiNCTOx,  D.  C,  Man  /,  1917. 

236.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "A.  &  BI.  Superior  Lice  &  3Ilte  Insect  Powder."  Adul- 

teration  and  misbranding  ol  "A.  &  M.  Lice  Killer."  U.  S.  v.  F.  S.  Burcli  &  Company. 
Plea  of  guilty.   Fine.SS^o  and  costi-.   (I.  A  F.  Nos.  149,  168.    Dom.  X(x-..  t>i64j,  bSS9.) 

On  January  30,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  ihe  Northern  District  of  IlUuoiB, 
acting  upon  reports  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  F.  S.  Burch  k  Co.,  a  corixira- 
tion,  Chicago,  III.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  March  9,  1912,  from 
the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  Slate  of  California,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  designated 
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"A  &  M  Superior  Lice  &  Mite  Insect  Powder,"  and  a  quantity  of  an  article  designated 
.*'A  &  M  Lice  Killer,"  which  were  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

The  article  designated  "A  &  M  Superior  Lice  &  Mite  Insect  Powder''  was  contained 
in  480  packages,  each  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  ''  A  &  M  Superior  Lice  &  Mite  Insect 
Pov<^der.  Kills  Fleas,  Ticks,  Lice,  Mites,  and  Ail  Insect  Life.  Entirely  Harmless  to 
All  Animals  and  Plant  Life.  Stands  at  the  head  of  all  insect  powders.  Abso- 
lutely ei^ective  for  all  purposes.  Manufactured  exclusively  for  Aggeler  &.  Miisser, 
Los  Angeles,  Calif.  *  *  Guaranteed  by  Aggeler  &  Musser  Seed  Co.  under 
Insecticide  Act,  1910.  Serial  No.  470.  *  *  *  Contains  Hydrocarbons  10  ,  Sul- 
phur 25% ,  Tobacco  Dust  15%,  Inert  Material  50%  Adulteration  of  the  article  was 
alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  the  strength  and 
purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  under  which  it  was 
sold  in  this,  that  the  label  purported  to  state  that  the  article  was  an  insect  powder 
composed  of  ingredients  normally  present  in  insect  powders,  to  wit,  ground  fiOY/er 
heads  of  certain  species  of  pyrethrum,  whereas  the  article  was  not  an  insect  powder 
composed  of  ground  flower  heads  of  certain  species  of  pyrethrum,  but  was  composed 
of  substances  other  than  ground  flower  heads  of  certain  species  of  pyrethrum; 
and  that  the  label  pui-ported  to  state  that  the  article  contained  not  less  than  25 
per  cent  sulphur,  where&B  the  article  contained  a  much  less  amount  of  sulphur. 
Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that 
the  label  purported  to  state  that  the  article  was  insect  powder,  Y^'hereas  the  article 
was  not  an  insect  powder  composed  of  ground  flower  heads  of  certain  species  of  pyre- 
thrum, but  was  composed  of  other  substances,  to  wit,  sulphur,  naphthalene,  tobacco, 
and  air-slaked  dolomitic  lime,  which  substances  had  been  substituted  wholly  for  insect 
pov/der.  Misbranding  of  the  article  y/as  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  the 
statement  on  the  label,  "  A'&  M  Superior  Lice  &  Mite  Powder,"  purported  to  state  that 
the  article  was  composed  of  ingredients  normally  present  in  insect  powders,  to  Yvit, 
gTound  flower  heads  of  certain  species  of  pyrethrum,  whereas  the  article  was  an  imita- 
tion of  and  offered  for  sale  under  the  name  of  another  article,  in  this,  that  it  v/as  not  an 
insect  powder  composed  of  ground  flower  heads  of  certain  species  of  pyrethrum  but  was 
composed  of  substances  other  than  ground  flower  heads  of  certain  species  of  pyrethuro.. 
Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide:  and  that 
the  statement  on  the  label,  "A  &  M  Superior  Lice  &  Mite  Insect  Powder,"  deceived 
and  misled  the  purchaser  into  the  belief  that  the  article  was  an  insect  powder  composed 
of  the  ground  flower  heads  of  certain  species  of  pyrethrum,  whereas  the  article  was 
composed  of  substances  other  than  ground  flower  heads  of  certain  species  of  pyrethrum, 
to  wit,  sulphur,  naphthalene,  tobacco,  and.  air-slaked  dolomitic  lime;  and  in  that  the 
statements  on  the  label,  "  A  &  M  Superior  Lice  &  Mite  Insect  Powder.  Kills  Fleas, 
Ticks,  Lice,  Mites,  and  All  Insect  Life,"  and  "Absolutely  effective  for  all  puiT)oses," 
deceived  and  misled  the  purchaser  into  the  belief  that  the  article  would  Ivill  all  forms 
of  insect  life  and  was  absolutely  effective  for  all  purposes,  whereas  the  article  would 
not  kill  all  forms  of  insect  life  and  was  not  absolutely  effective  for  all  purposes.  Mis- 
branding of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  the 
statement  on  the  label,  "Stands  at  the  head  of  all  insect  powders,"  deceived  and 
misled  the  purchaser  into  the  belief  that  the  article  was  superior  to  and  stood  at  the 
head  of  all  insect  powders,  whereas  the  article  was  not  superior  to  and  did  not  stand  at 
the  head  of  all  insect  powders.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that 
it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  the  label  did  not  state  the  name  and  percentage  amount 
of  the  inert  ingredient  contained  in  the  article,  which  ingredient  does  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  percentage 
amount  of  the  inert  ingredient,  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every 
ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidai  properties  and  the  total  percentage  of 
inert  ingredi.ents  present  in  the  article. 
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The  article  designated  "A  &  M  Lice  Killer"  was  contained  in  20  packages  each 
labeled  in  part  as  follows:  "A  &  M  Lice  Killer  *  *  *  Perfectly  Safe  to  Use; 
*  *  *.  Quickly  applied  and  absolutely  certain  to  kill  every  species  of  parasite  that 
prey  upon  poultry  and  live  stock.  *  *  ^  Contains  Phenol  12.00%,  Cresylic  Acid 
3.13 % .    Coal  Tar  Oils  and  other  Hydrocarbons  84.87 % . " 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide, and  that  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  or 
quality  under  which  it  was  sold  in  this,  that  the  label  purported  to  state  that  the 
article  contained  not  less  than  12  per  cent  of  phenol  and  not  less  than  3.13  per  cent  of 
cresylic  acid,  whereas  the  article  did  not  contain  12  per  cent  of  phenol  and  3.13  per 
cent  of  cresylic  acid,  but  contained  much  less  amounts  of  phenol  and  cresylic  acid. 
Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that 
the  label  purported  to  state  that  the  article  contained  not  less  than  12  per  cent  of 
phenol  and  not  less  than  3.13  per  cent  of  cresylic  acid,  whereas,  it  contained  much 
less  amounts  of  phenol  and  cresylic  acid,  and  that  a  substance,  to  wit,  hydrocarbons, 
had  been  substituted  in  part  for  the  phenol  and  cresylic  acid.  Misbranding  of  the 
article  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  the  label  was  false 
and  misleading:  (1)  in  this,  that  the  label  bore  the  statement  Perfectly  Safe  to  L'se, " 
whereas  the  article,  when  used  under  certain  circumstances,  to  wit,  in  proximity  of 
flame  or  fire,  was  not  perfectly  safe  to  use;  (2)  and  in  this,  that  the  label  bore  the  state- 
ment "absolutely  certain  to  kill  every  species  of  parasite  that  prey  upon  poultry  and 
live  stock,"  whereas  the  article  was  not  absolutely  certain  to  kill  every  species  of 
parasite  that  preys  upon  poultry  and  live  stock;  (3)  and  in  this,  that  the  label  bore  the 
statement  "Contains  Phenol  12.00% — Cresylic  Acid  3.13%,"  whereas  the  article  did 
not  contain  phenol  12  per  cent  and  cresylic  acid  3.13  per  cent,  but  contained  much  less 
amounts  of  phenol  and  cresylic  acid. 

On  July  14,  1915,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and  on 
February  11,  1916,  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  §25  and  costs. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

WAsniNTGTOX,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

237.  Misbranding  of  "Cooper's  Summer  Tree  Spray."  Misbranding  of  "Cooper's  Winter 
Tree  Spray."  U.  S.  Charles  E.  Timson  (William  Cooper  &  Xeplicws).  Plea  of  guilty. 
Fine,S2o  and  costs.   (I.  &  F.  Nos.  191  and  260.   Dom.  Nos.  69G0  and  6963.) 

On  January  30,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois, 
acting  upon  reports  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Charles  E.  Timson,  doing 
business  under  the  name  of  William  Cooper  &  Nephews,  Chicago,  111.,  alleging  the 
shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  March  15,  1912,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the 
State  of  Ohio,  a  quantity  of  an  article  designated  Cooper  s  Summer  Tree  Spray"  and 
a  quantity  of  an  article  designated  "Cooper's  Winter  Tree  Spray,"  which  were  mia- 
branded  ^^-ithin  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

The  article  designated  "Cooper's  Summer  Tree  Spray"  was  contained  in  12 
1-quart  cans  each  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  "Cooper's  Summer  Tree  Spray.  Regis- 
tered V3  Brand.  Poisonous.  Scientific  substitute  for  Paris  Green  and  other  crude 
arsenical  sprays.  *  *  *  Sole  Manufacturers  Willm.  Cooper  ct  Nephews,  177  Illinois 
Street,  Chicago.  Guaranteed  under  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910  by  Willm.  Cooper  & 
Nephews.  Serial  No.  180.  Contains  1.2%  Metallic  Arsenic  in  soluble  form."  Mis- 
branding of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that  it  was  an 
insecticide,  (1)  and  that  the  statement,  "  Scientific  substitute  for  Paris  Greens  and 
other  cnide  arsenical  sprays, ' '  borne  on  the  label,  was  false  and  misleading  in  this,  that 
it  represented  to  the  purchaser  that  the  article  was  a  scientific  substitute  for  Paris 
gi-eens  and  other  crude  arsenical  sprays;  (2)  and  that  the  statement,  "Scientific  sub- 
etitute  for  Paris  greens  and  other  crude  arsenical  sprays."'  borne  on  the  label,  deceived 
and  misled  in  this,  that  it  represented  to  the  purchaser  that  the  article  was  a  scientific 
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Bubstitiite  for  Paris  gr-eens  and  other  crude  arsenical  sprays,  vfhereas  the  article  was 
not  a  scientific  substitute  for  Paris  greens  and  other  crude  arsenical  sprays;  (3)  and  the 
label  did  not  state  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  inert  ingredient,  to  wit 
water,  contained  in  the  article,  which  ingredient  does  not  prevent,  destro3^,  repel  or 
mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert 
ingredient  were  not  stated  on  the  label,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  percentage 
amount  of  the  inert  ingredient,  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and 
every  ingredient  of  the  article  ha\'ing  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  per- 
centage of  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article. 

The  article  designated  ''Cooper's  Winter  Tree  Spray"  was  contained  in  twelve 
1-quart  cans  each  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  " Cooper ^s  Winter  Tree  Spray  (Non- 
Poisonous)  Registered  VI  Brand  *  ^  *  Sole  Proprietors  and  Manufacturers 
Willm.  Cooper  &  Nephews,  177  Illinois  Street,  Chicago.  *  *  *."  Misbranding 
of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  (I)  and  that 
the  statement,  ''Non-Poisonous,"  borne  on  the  label,  was  false  and  misleading  in 
that  it  represented  that  the  article  was  nonpoisonous,  whereas  the  article  was  poison- 
ous; (2)  and  that  the  statement,  "Non-Poisonous,"  borne  on  the  label,  deceiA^ed  and 
misled  in  that  it  represented  to  the  purchaser  that  the  article  was  nonpoisonous, 
whereas  the  article  was  poisonous;  (3)  and  that  the  label  did  not  state  the  name  and 
percentage  amount  of  inert  ingredient,  to  wit,  water,  contained  in  the  article,  which 
ingredient  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  name 
and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  on  the  label,  nor 
in  lieu  of  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  inert  ingredient,  the  name  and 
percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal 
properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article. 

On  July  14,  1915,  the  defendant,  Charles  E.  Timson,  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  on  February  11,  1916,  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

Carl  Yuoo^iai^,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  Ilmj  1,  1917. 

238.  Misbranding  "Cooper's  Tixoi  Dip."   U.  S.  v.  Charles  E.  Timson  (William  Cooper  & 
Nepliews).  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine, «535  and  costs.  (I.  &  F.  No.  97.   Dom.  No.  3752.) 

On  January  30,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illi- 
nois, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Charles  E.  Timson,  doing 
business  under  the  name  of  William  Cooper  &  Nephews,  Chicago,  111.,  alleging  the 
shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  April  19,  1912,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the 
State  of  Texas,  of  an  article  designated,  "Cooper's  Tixol  Dip,"  which  was  misbranded 
witliin  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in 
fifty  5-gallon  packages,  packed  in  50  cases,  each  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  (On  case) 
"  Cooper's  Tixol  Dip  ^  "-^  Sole  proprietors  and  manufacturers,  Willm.  Cooper 
and  Nephews,  64  W.  Illinois  St.  Chicago,  111.    *   *  *." 

Llisbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that  it  was 
an  insecticide,  (1)  and  that  the  statement,  "5  gallons,"  borne  on  the  packages,  was 
false  and  misleading  in  that  it  purported  to  state  that  each  of  the  packages  contained 
5  gallons  of  the  article,  whereas  each  of  the  packages  did  not  contain  5  gallons  of  the 
article,  but  contained  a  much  less  amount;  (2)  and  that  the  statement,  *'5  gallons," 
borne  on  the  packages  deceived  and  misled  in  that  it  purported  to  state  that  each 
of  the  packages  contained  5  gallons  of  the  article,  whereas  each  of  the  packages  did 
not  contain  5  gallons  of  the  article,  but  contained  a  much  less  amount;  (3)  and  that 
the  statement,  "5  gallons,"  borne  on  the  packages,  purported  to  state  plainly  and 
correctly,  in  terms  of  measure,  the  contents  of  each  of  the  packages,  whereas  the 
statement  did  not  state  plainly  and  correctly,  in  terms  of  measure,  the  contents  of 
each  of  the  packages. 
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On  July  14,  l&^lo,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  tlie  imormation,  and  oa 
February  11,  1916,  the  court  imposed  a  line  of  $25  and  costs^. 

Caul  Vroomam,  Acting  xSecretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

239.  Misbranduig  o£  "Cooper's  Apt«^te."  aiisbiantiittg  of  "Milk  Oil  Dip,"  U.  S.  v.  F.  S. 
Bxircii  &  Company,  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  S2o  aud  costs.  (I.  &  F.  Xos.  92,  209.  Doin. 
Nos.  6306,  6810.) 

On  January  30.  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illi- 
nois, acting  upon  reports  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  F.  S.  Burch  &  Co.,  a 
corporation,  Chicago,  HI.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  onApiillO.  1912, 
from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of  Wasliington,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article 
designated  '^Cooper's  Apterite"  and  a  quantity  of  an  article  designated  ''^lillc  Oil 
Dip,"  which  were  miabranded  ^vithin  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Tlie  article  designated  "'Cooper's  Apterite''  was  contained  in  a  cask  labeled  in 
pai't  as  follows:  ''Cooper's  Apterite.  Soil  Fumigant  and  Fertilizer.  Wm.  Cooper  & 
Nephev^s  Chicago.  Guaranteed  under  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910  by  William  Cooper 
&  Nephews,  G4  W.  Illinois  St.,  Chicago."  A  booldet,  inclosed  in  the  cask  containing 
the  article,  contained,  among  others,  the  following  statements:  "Apterite.  Soil 
Fumigant.  Insect  Destroyer.  Apterite  is  a  scientifically-prepared  powder  for  the 
f  i imigatioii  of  the  soil .  -  ^  It  is  an  entirely  ne v/  departure ,  di  ffering  in  a  marked 
degree  from  the  many  so-called  soil  insecticides.  *  *  *  Agiiculturists  have  long 
sought  for  a  true  and  perfect  soil  fumigant,  at  once  economical  and  certain.  Apterite 
entirely  realizes  their  requirements.  To  the  friut  gi'ower  the  benefits  to  be  derived 
from  Apterite  are  enormous.  ^lany  of  his  worst  pests  hybernate  in  the  soil.  *  *  * 
Among  these  may  be  mentioned  Woolly  Aphis,  Wire-worms,  various  Flies  and  Moths 
and  ilidges.  These  can  now  be  destroyed  in  the  soil  during  the  winter  and  their 
depredations  prevented.  *  ^'^  "  Apterite  is  the  only  perfect  soil -fumigant  at  present 
known.  *  *  *  Tens  of  thousands  of  dollars  are  lost  annually  by  the  depredations 
of  gi*oim.d  larvae  and  other  subsurface  pests.  Hitherto  there  lias  been  no  known 
remedy  that  could  be  absolutely  trusted  t^  destroy  these  pests.  Apterite  fills  the 
void.  By  the  application  of  this  newly-discovered  and  unique  prejmi-ation,  the  soil 
may  not  only  be  fi'eed  from  its  hosts  of  insect  pests,  but  its  presence  in  the  soil  wiU 
render  the  latter  immune  ti'om  reinfection  for  a  considerable  time.  *  *  *  Apterite 
will  Idll  with  certainty: — Eel  worms.  All  Ground  Larvae  and  Soil  Insects,  *  *  * 
Wooly  Aphis  *  ^  The  Root  Mealy  Bugs,  *  *  *  Ants.  *  *  ^-  Apterite, 
by  destroying in?ect  life  wholesale,  at  small  cost  and  little  trouble,  increases  the  profit.8 
from  agricultural  antl  horticultural  crops.    *    *  *" 

Misbranding  of  the  ai'ticle  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that  it  was 
an  insecticide,  and  that  the  label  did  not  state  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of 
the  inert  ingredients  contained  in  the  article,  to  wit,  ingredients  other  than  naphtha- 
lene, calcium  sulphite,  and  a  aulphid  of  calcium,  which  inert  ingredients  do  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  names  and 
percentage  amounts  of  the  inert  iugredieuta,  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each 
and  every  ingredient  in  the  article  having  inseeticidal  properties  and  the  total  per- 
centage of  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was 
alleged  further  for  the  reason  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  (I )  and  that  the  statement  in 
the  booklet,  "'Apterite  is  a  s/.-ientitically-prepared  powder  for  the  fiunigation  of  the 
soil.  Its  purpose  is  to  destioy  the  many  insects  and  other  pesto  whirh  live,  or  hyber- 
nate in  the  soil  and  damage  the  crops,"  was  false  and  misleading,  in  that  the  article 
was  not  a  snientiScally-prepared  ix)wder  for  thf^  fumigation  of  the  sc»il  and  for  the 
pui-pose  of  destroying  all  of  the  insect  and  other  pests  which  live  or  hibernate  in  the 
soil  and  damage  the  crops;  (2)  and  that  the  statement  in  the  booklet,  "'  It  is  an  entirely 


Insecticide  16.]      SERVICE  AND'  REGULATORY  Aa^TNOITXCEMEK'TS. 


now  departure,  differing  in  a  marked  degree  from  the  many  so-called  soil  insectii'idfs," 
was  false  and  misleading,  in  that  the  articie  was  not  an  entirely  new  departare  in  the 
prepara,tion  of  soil  insecticides  and  did  not  differ  in  a  marked  degree  in  action  or  effect 
fi'om  many  other  soil  insecticides;  (3)  and  that  the  statement,  appearing  in  the  booklet, 
"Agriculturists  have  long  sought  for  a  true  and  perfect  soil  fumigant,  at  once  eco- 
nomical and  certain,"  was  false  and  misleading,  in  that  the  article  was  not  a  true  and 
perfect  soil  fumigant,  at  once  economical  and  certain;  (4)  and  that  the  statement  in 
the  booklet,  "To  the  fruit-grower  the  benefits  to  be  derived  from  Apterire  are  enor- 
mous. Many  of  his  worst  pests  hybernate  in  the  soil.  *  =^  *  Among  these  may  be 
mentioned  Woolly  Aphis,  Wire-worms,  various  Flies  and  Moths  and  Midges.  These 
can  now  be  destroyed  in  soil  during  the  winter  and  their  depredations  prevented," 
v/as  false  and  misleading-,  in  that  ail  of  the  peats  of  the  fruit-growers  which  live  or 
hibernate  in  the  soil,  among  them  the  woolly  aphis,  wireworms,  and  certain  flies, 
moths,  and  midges,  could  not  be  destroyed  in  the  soil  during  the  winter  and  their 
depredations  prevented  by  the  article;  (5)  and  that  the  statement  in  the  booklet, 
"Apterite  is  the  only  perfect  soil  fumigant  at  present  known,"  was  false  and  mis- 
leading, in  that  the  article  was  not  a  perfect  soil  fumigant;  (6)  and  that  the  statem^enfc 
in  the  booklet,  "Tens  of  thousands  of  dollars  are  lost  annually  by  the  depredations 
of  ground  larvcS  and  other  sub-surface  pests.  Hitherto  there  has  been  no  known 
remedy  that  could  be  absolutely  trusted  to  destroy  these  pests.  Aj^ertite  fills  the  void. 
By  the  application  of  this  neAvly-discovered  and  unique  preparation,  the  soil  may  not 
only  be  freed  from  its  hosts  of  insect  pests,  but  its  presence  in  tlie  soil  will  render  the 
larter  immune  from  re-infection  for  a  considerable  time, ' '  was  false  and  misleading, 
in  that  the  article  coidd  not  be  absolutely  trusted  to  destroy  all  ground  larvae  and 
sub-fiurface  pests  and  the  soil  would  not  he  freed  from  all  insect  pests  and  would  not 
be  rendered  immune  from  reinfection  for  a  considerable  time  by  the  application  of  the 
aiticie;  (7)  and  that  the  statement  in  the  booklet,  "Apertite  will  kill  with  certainty: 
Eelworms,  All  Ground  Larvae,  and  Soil  Insects,  Woodlice,  Slugs,  Millipedes,  Wooly 
Aphis,  The  Root  Mealy  Bug  and  Ants, ' '  was  false  and  misleading,  in  that  the  article 
would  not  kill  with  certainty  eelworms,  ground  larvae,  soil  insects,  woodlice,  slugs, 
miilipedes,  v/ooly  aphis,  the  root  mealy  bug,  or  ants;  (8)  and  that  the  statement  in  the 
booklet,  "  Apterite,  by  destroying  insect  life  wholesale,  at  small  cost  and  little  trouble, 
increases  the  profits  from  agricultm'ai  and  horticultural  crops, ' '  was  false  and  misleading 
in  that  the  article  would  not  destroy  insect  life  wholesale,  and  would  not  thereby 
increase  the  profits  from  agricultural  and  horticultural  crops. 

The  article  designated  "Milk  Oil  Dip"  was  contained  in  two  5-gallon  cans  each 
labeled  in  part  as  follows:  "Non-Poisonous  liquid  Milk  Oil  Dip  *  *  *.  A  small 
quantity  of  undiluted  Milk  Oil  placed  in  saucers  in  the  sick  room  will  efiectually 
purify  the  room   *  A  solution  of  Milk  Oil,  tablespooniul  to  one  gallon  of 

water,  used  as  a  spray  will  drive  away  flies,  mealy  bugs,  spiders,  and  kill  all  insect 
life,  and  will  not  injure  the  most  tender  plant    *  * 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that  it  was 
an  insecticide,  (1)  and  that  the  statements,  "Non-Poisonous  liquid,"  "A  small 
quantity  oi  undiluted  Milk  Oil  placed  in  saucers  in  the  sick  room  will  effectually 
purify  the  room,"  and  "A  solution  of  Milk  Oil,  tablespioonful  to  one  gallon  of  water, 
used  as  a  spray  will  drive  away  flies,  mealy  bugs,  spiders,  and  kill  all  insect  life," 
were  false  and  misleading  in  this,  that  the  article  was  a  poisonous  liquid,  a  small 
quantity  of  it  placed  in  saucers  in  the  sick  room  would  not  effectually  purify  the  room, 
and  a  solution  of  the  article,  a  tablespoonful  to  1  gallon  of  water,  used  as  a  spray, 
would  not  kill  all  insect  life;  (2)  and  that  the  statement,  "Non-poisonous  liquid," 
"A  small  quantity  of  undiluted  Milk  Oil  placed  in  saucers  in  the  sick  room  will 
effectually  i>urify  the  room,"  and  "A  solution  of  Milk  Oil,  tablespoonful  to  one  gallon 
of  water,  used  as  a  spray  will  drive  away  flies,  mealy  bugs,  spiders,  and  kill  all  insect 
life,"  deceived  and  misled,  in  this,  that  the  article  was  a  poisonous  liquid,  a  small 
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quantity  of  it  placed  in  sancers  in  the  sick  room  would  not  effectually  purify  the  room, 
and  a  solution  of  the  article,  atablespoonful  to  1  gallon  of  water,  used  as  a  spray,  would 
not  kill  all  insect  life.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  for  the  reason 
that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  the  label  did  not  state  the  name  and  percentage 
amount  of  the  inert  ingredient,  to  wit,  water,  contained  in  the  article,  which  ingre- 
dient does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  nor  in  lieu  of  the 
name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  inert  ingredient,  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties, 
and  the  total  percentage  of  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article. 

On  July  14,  1915,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and  the 
court,  on  February  11,  1916,  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

240.  Misbranding  of  "Cooper's  Fluid  Dip."   U.  S.  v.  Cliarles  E.  Timson  (William  Cooper  & 

Nepliews).  Plea  of  guUty.  Fine,S'^5  and  costs.  (1.  &  F.  No.  158.   Dom.  No.  7031.) 

On  January  30,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against  Charles  E.  Timson,  doing  busi- 
ness under  the  name  of  William  Cooper  &  Nephews,  Chicago,  111.,  alleging  the  ship- 
ment by  said  defendant,  on  July  6,  1912,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of 
Colorado,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  designated  ''Cooper's  Fluid  Dip,"  which  was  mis- 
branded  mthin  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained 
in  eight  5-gallon  cans  each  labeled  as  follows:  "Pure  and  Concentrated.  Cooper's 
Fluid  Dip.  Non  Poisonous  Guai'anteed  by  Wm.  Cooper  &  Nephews  under  Insecti- 
cide Act  of  1910.  Serial  Number  180.  Contains  60%  Cresol;  balance  consists  of 
necessary  materials  to  render  Cresol  suitable  for  dipping.  *  *  *  Willm.  Cooper 
&  Nephews,  64  W.  Illinois  St.,  Chicago,  Illinois." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  that  it  was  an  insecticide: 
(1)  and  that  the  statement,  "Non  Poisonous,"  was  false  and  misleading  in  that  the 
label  purported  to  state  that  the  article  was  nonpoisonous,  whereas  the  article  waa 
poisonous;  (2)  and  that  the  statement,  "Non  Poisonous,"  deceived  and  misled  in 
this,  that  the  label  purported  to  state  that  the  article  was  nonpoisonous,  whereas  the 
article  was  poisonous.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide,  and  that  the  label  did  not  state  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the 
inert  ingredient,  to  wdt,  water,  contained  in  the  article,  which  ingredient  does  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  per- 
centage amount  of  inert  ingredient,  the  name  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and 
every  ingredient  of  the  article  ha\-ing  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage 
of  inert  ingredients  present. 

On  July  14,  1915,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and  on 
February  11,  1916,  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

Cakl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  AgricuUvrt . 

Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

241.  Adulteration  and  misbranding:  of  "Cooper's  Summer  Tree  Spray."   V.  S.  v.  Charles  E. 

Timson  (William  Cooper  &  Nephews).  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,S25  and  costs.  (I.  &.  F. 
No.  169.    Dom.  No.  6083.) 

On  January  30,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northera  District  of  Illinois, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Di^strict  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Chailes  E.  Timson,  doing  busi- 
ness under  the  name  of  William  Cooper  &  Nephews,  Chicago,  111.,  alleging  the  ship- 
ment by  said  defendant,  on  July  9,  1912,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of 
Ohio,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  designated  "Cooper's  Summer  Tree  Spray,"  which 
was  adulterated  and  misbranded  ^vithin  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 
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The  article  was  contained  in  twelve  one-quart  cans  each  labeled  as  follows:  "Cooper's 
Summer  Tree  Spray,  Registered  Brand  \2  Non-Poisonous.  Kills  Greenflies,  Codling 
Worm,  Oyster  Shell  Scale  Insect,  All  forms  of  Wooly  Aphis,  Pear  and  Apple  Psyila 
and  Mites  of  all  kinds.  No  injury  to  Blossoms  or  Foliage.  Sole  Manufacturers  Wiilm. 
Cooper  &  Nephews,  177  Illinois  Street,  Chicago.  Directions.  This  fluid  is  for  appli- 
cation to  trees  in  bud,  blossom  or  foliage,  in  spring,  summer,  and  fall.  To  1  part  of 
this  fluid  add  100  parts  of  water.  Soft  water  is  preferable.  Stir  well  before  using. 
Apply  in  a  fine  mist  spray.  *  *  *  Cooper's  Tree  Spray  Fluids  VI  For  Winter  V2 
For  Summer.  These  fluids  are  highly  concentrated.  Non-poisonous.  Harmless  to 
the  trees  * 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that  it  was 
an  insecticide,  and  that  the  statements,  "Cooper's  Summer  Tree  Spray,"  "Kills 
Greenflies,  Codling  Worm,  Oyster  Shell  Scale  Insect,  Ail  Forms  of  Wooly  Aphis,  Pear 
and  Apple  Psyllaand  Mites  of  all  Kinds.  No  injury  to  Blossom  or  foliage."  "This 
fluid  is  for  application  to  trees  in  bud,  blossom  or  foliage,  in  spring,  summer,  and  fall. 
To  1  part  of  this  fluid  add  100  parts  of  water.  Soft  water  is  preferable.  Stir  well 
before  using,"  "Apply  in  a  fine  mist  spra}-,"  "Cooper's  Tree  Spray  Fluids  VI  For 
Winter  V2  For  Summer.  These  fluids  are  highly  concentrated.  Non-Poisonous. 
Harmless  to  the  trees,"  indicated  that  the  article  was  intended  for  use  on  vegetation 
and  contained  a  substance  or  substances  which,  although  preventing,  destroying, 
repelling;  or  mitigating  insects,  was  not  injurious  to  such  vegetation  Avhen  used,  whereas 
the  article  when  used  in  the  strength  and  applied  in  the  manner  directed  caused 
serious  injury  to  the  foliage  of  plants  to  which  it  was  so  applied. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  article  was  an  insecti- 
cide, (1)  and  that  the  statement,  "Non-poisonous,"  was  false  and  misleading  in  that  it 
represented  to  the  purchaser  that  the  article  was  nonpoisonous,  whereas  the  article 
contained  a  poisonous  constituent  and  was  poisonous;  (2)  and  that  the  statement, 
"non-poisonous,"  deceived  and  misled  the  purchaser  in  that  it  represented  that  the 
article  was  nonpoisonous,  whereas  the  article  contained  a  poisonous  constituent  and 
was  poisonous;  (3)  and  that  the  statement,  "kills  *  *  Codling  Worm"  was 
false  and  misleading  in  that  it  represented  to  the  purchaser  that  the  article  would  kill 
codling  worms,  whereas  the  article  could  not  be  used  or  applied  in  such  a  way  as  to 
kill  codling  worms  to  an  appreciable  extent.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged 
further  for  the  reason  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  the  label  did  not  state  the 
name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  inert  ingredient,  to  wit,  water,  contained  in  the 
article,  v,4iich  ingredient  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi, 
and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  on 
the  label,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingre- 
dient, the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  having 
insecticidal  properties  and  the  total  percentage  of  inert  ingredients  present. 

On  July  14,  1915,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and  on 
February  11,  1916,  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  May  i,  1917. 

24,2.  Misbranding  of  "Cj^phers  Lice  Powder."  U.  S.  v.  The  Cyphers  Incubator  Company. 
Pica  of  guilty.  Fines  S50  and  costs.  (I.  &  F.  No.  380.   Dom.  No.  9185.) 

On  March  23, 1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  Cyphers  Incubator  Co.,  a 
corporation  having  a  place  of  business  in  Chicago,  111. ,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said 
defendant,  on  August  1,  1914,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of  Iowa,  of  a 
quantit}^  of  an  article  designated  "Cyphers  Lice  Powder,"  contained  in  36  packages, 
which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 
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Misbranding'of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide, 
(1)  and  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  packages..  C^-phers  Lice  Powder 
*  *  5  ounce  package  Price  10  cents,"  deceived  and  misled  in  that  it  purported 
to  state  that  each  of  the  packages  contained  5  ounces  of  the  article;  (2)  and  that  the 
statement,  ''Cj^hers  Lice  Powder  *  ^  *  5  oimce  package  Price  10  cents."  pur- 
ported to  state  plainly  and  correctly^  in  terms  of  weight  on  the  outside  of  the  package, 
the  contents  of  the  package  to  be  5  ounces  of  the  article,  whereas  the  contents  of  the 
package  containicg  the  article  was  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  in  that  the  package 
did  not  contain  5  ounces,  but  a  much  less  amount. 

On  April  2S.  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  a::d  the 
court  imposed  a  fine  of  $60  and  costs. 

Carl  Yroomax,  Acting  Secretoxy  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  _"!/«?/ 1,  1917. 

243.  3Iisbranjiing  of  "Armstrong's  Live  Stock  Spra.j'."   U.  S.  v.  Armstrong  Paint  and  Var- 
nish Works.  Plea  of  giiUty.  Fine, S50  and  costs.  (I.  &  F.  No,  318.   Dom.  No.  8225.) 

On  July  28,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricultui'e,  filed  in  the  District  Coiut  of  the 
L'nited  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  Armstrong  Paint  Sc  VaruiaJi 
Works,  a  corporation,  Chicago,  111.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on. 
April  23,  1913,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  Sttite  of  Iowa,  of  a  quantity  of  an 
article  designated  '"Armstrong's  Live  Stock  Spray,"  wliich  was  misbranded  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  72  packages, 
each  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  "One  Gallon  U.  S.  Measure  Armstrong's  Live  Stock 
Spray   *  * 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide, (1)  and  that  tlie  statement,  borne  on  the  label,  "One  Gallon  U.  S.  Mcasui'e." 
was  false  and  misleading  in  that  it  conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression  that  each  of 
the  packages  contained  1  gallon  of  the  article,  whereas  each  of  the  packages  con- 
tained less  than  1  gallon;  (2)  and  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  label,  "One 
Gallon  L^.  S.  Measure,"  was  calculated  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into 
the  belief  that  each  of  the  packages  contained  1  gallon  of  the  article,  wliereas 
each  of  the  packages  contained  less  than  1  gallon;  (3)  and  that  the  aiiicle  waa 
in  package  foiTU  and  the  contents  were  stated  in  terms  of  measiu"e,  but  the  con- 
tents were  not  correctly  stated  on  the  outside  of  the  package  in  tliis,  tliat  the  state- 
ment, borne  on  the  label,  "One  Gallon  U.  S.  Measure,"  pui'ported  and  op^erated  to 
state  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  packages  were  1  gallon  of  the  article,  whereas 
the  contents  of  each  of  the  packages  were  less  than  1  gallon. 

On  November  23,  1915,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court,  on  April  29,  1916,  imposed  a  fine  of  $50  and  costs. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  AgrirjJt-nw 

"Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

2 1     Misbranding  of  "Ziratof."   F.  S. v.  Ono  hundred  bottles,  more  or  less,  of  "Zirato!."  Con- 
sent decree  of  condemnation  ami  forfeiture.  Product  ordered  released  on  bond.  (I.  i 

F.  No.  394.    S.  No.  27.    Dom.  Nos.  10476,  10477,  10478.) 

On  December  21,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretaiy  of  Agiiculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  sei/^ure  and  condemnation 
of  120,  more  or  less,  bottles  of  an  article  designated  "Ziratol."  at  Chicago,  III.  It 
was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  had  been  transported  from  the  State  of  New 
York  into  the  State  of  Illinois,  on  August  19,  1915,  that  it  was  intended  to  be  used  a 
fungicide,  and  that  it  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of 
1910.  Twelve  of  the  bottles  purported  to  contain  16  fluid  ounces  each  of  the  article; 
36  of  the  bottles  purported  to  contain  7  fluid  ounces  each  of  the  article;  and  72  of  the 
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bottles  piuportod  to  contain  3  fluid  ounces  each,  of  tlie  article.  Each  of  the  bottles 
purporting  to  contain  16  fluid  ounces  was  labeled  as  follows:  "Ziratol  Leaves  No 
Qdor.  A  powerful  antiseptic  and  germicide  of  the  Naphthalene  Series.  Inert  Ingre- 
dients ¥/ater  23  %  Glycerine  40  %  Seven  times  less  poisonous  and  Ten  times  more 
efficient  than  carbolic  acid.  Bristol-Myers  Co.  New  York  Net  16  Fluid  ounces." 
The  bottles  purporting  to  contain  7  fluid  ounces  bore  a  label  the  same  as  that  appearing 
on  the  16  fluid-ounce  bottles,  except  that  instead,  of  the  statement  "Net  16  Fluid 
ounces,"  the  corresponding  statement  was  "Net  7  Fluid  ounces."  The  bottles  j)ur- 
porting  to  contain  3  fluid  ounces  bore  a  label  the  same  as  that  appearing  on  the  16  fluid 
ounce  bottles,  except  that  instead  oithe  statement  "Net  16  Fluid  ounces,"  the  corre- 
sponding statement  was  "Net  3  Fluid  ounces."  Each  of  the  120  bottles  containing 
the  article  was  inclosed  in  a  carton  labeled  as  follows:  "  Ziratoi  LeavesNo  Odoiu  A 
Powerful  Antiseptic  and  Germicide  of  the  Naphthalene  Series.  Inert  Jngredients: 
V/ater  23%  Glycerine  40 Safety  and  Efficiency  Seven  times  less  poisonous  and 
Ten  times  m.ore  powerful  than  carbolic  acid.    Bristol-Myers  Co.  New  York,  U.  S.  A." 

]\Iisbranding  of  the  article  contained  in  the  120  bottles  was  alleged  in  the  libel  in 
tiiat  it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  tKe  purchaser  in  this, 
tliat  the  statement,  boiTi.e  on  tiie  labels  on  the  bottles,  "  Ziratoi  *  *  *  A  Powerful 
Antiseptic  and  Germicide  of  tlie  Naphtlialene  Series.  -5-  *  -x-  ^p^j^  times  more 
efficient  than  carbolic  acid:"  and  the  cartons  inclosing  each,  of  the  bottles  bore  the 
statement,  "  Ziratoi  *  '^^  A  Powerful  Antiseptic  and  Germicide  of  the  Naphtha- 
lene Series.  *  *  Ten  times  more  pov/erfui  than  carbolic  acid,"  deceived  and 
misled  the  purchaser  in  tbitt  they  purported  to  state  that  the  article  was  ten  times 
more  powerful  a,nd  ten  times  mare  eflicient  as  a  germicide  than  carljolic  acid;  whereas 
the  article  was  not  ten  times  more  powei*ful,  and  was  not  ten  times  more  eflicient, 
as  a  germicide  than  carbolic  acid. 

Inclosed  in  each  of  the  cartons  surrounding  the  120  bottles  of  the  article  were  two 
pamphlets  or  booklets.  Misbranding  of  the  article  contained  in  the  120  bottles  was 
alleged  further  in  that  statements  contained  in  one  of  the  two  booklets  deceived  and 
mi-sled  the  purchaser  in  this ,  that  they  purported  to  state  that  the  article ,  in  a  diluti  on  of 
1  part  thereof  to  1,400  parts  of  water,  would  kill  bacillus  typhosus  in  two  and  one-half 
minutes,  and  that  the  article  in  a  dilution  of  1  part  thereof  to  1,800  psarts  of  water  would 
kill  Ijacillus  typhosus  in  twelve  and  one-half  minutes,  and  that  the  article  was  ten 
times  more  elficient  as  a  bactericide  than  carbolic  acid;  whereas  the  article  in  a  dilution 
of  1  part  thereof  to  1,400  parts  of  water  would  not  kill  bacillus  typhosus  in  t?70  and  one- 
half  minutes,  the  article  in  a  dilution  of  1  part  thereof  to  1,600  parts  water  would  not 
kill  bacillus  typhosus  in  twelve  and  one-half  minutes,  and  the  article  was  not  ten  times 
m  ore  efficient  as  a  bactericide  than  pure  carl^oiic  acid . 

Misbranding  of  the  article  contained  in  the  bottles  purporting  to  contain  16  fluid 
ounces  and  the  bottles  purporting  to  contain  3  fluid  ounces,  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  one 
oi  the  two  l:)ooklets  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  each  of  the  bottles  bore  the  statement, 
"Bearing  in  mind  the  fact  that  Ziratoi  is  Ten  times  More  Efficient  in  its  bactericidal 
power  than  Carbolic  .Acid,  it  will  be  readily  understood  that  one  per  cent,  solution 
of  Zhatol  is  amply  sufficient  for  practically  all  purposes,  because  even  in  that  dilution 
it  is  stronger  than  a  ten  per  cent,  solution  of  Carbohc  Acid, ' '  which  statement  deceived 
and  misled  the  purchaser  in  this,  that  it  pm-ported  to  state  that  the  article  v^-as  ten 
times  more  efficient  in  its  bactericidal  power  than  carbolic  acid,  and  that  a  1  per  cent 
solution  thereof  would  be  stronger  than  a  10  per  cent  solution  of  carbolic  acid,  whereas 
the  article  was  not  ten  times  more  efficient  in  its  bactericidal  power  than  carljoiic  acid, 
and  a  1  per  cent  solution  of  the  article  would  not  be  stronger  than  a  10  per  cent  solution 
of  carbolic  acid;  (2)  and  in  that  one  of  the  two  booklets  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with 
each  of  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "Compared  wtih  the  bactericidal  action  of 
Carbolic  Acid  by  the  method  of  the  Hygienic  Laboratory  of  the  Marine  Hospital 
SerAice,  Ziratoi  has  the  Carbolic  Acid  Coefficient  of  more  than  Ten,  that  is,  Ziratoi  is 
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Ten  times  more  efficient  than  Carbolic  Acid,''  which  statement  deceived  and  misled 
the  purchaser  in  that  it  purported  to  state  that  the  article  had  a  carV)olic  acid  coeffi- 
cient of  more  than  10,  and  that  the  article  was  ten  times  more  efficient  in  its  bacteri- 
cidal action  than  carbolic  acid,  whereas  the  article  had  a  carbolic  acid  coefficient  of 
much  less  than  10,  and  the  article  was  not  ten  times  more  efficient  in  its  bactericidal 
action  than  carbolic  acid. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  contained  in  the  bottles  purporting  to  contain  16  fluid 
ounces  was  alleged  fiu-ther  in  that  one  of  the  booklets  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  each 
of  the  bottles  bore  the  statement, ' '  Ziratol  in  dilution  of  1 :1400  kills  the  Typhoid  Bacillus 
in  2i  minutes,"  which  statement  deceived  and  misled  the  purchaser  in  thJs,  that  it 
purported  to  state  that  the  article  in  a  dilution  of  1  part  thereof  to  1,400  parts  of  water 
would  Idll  the  typhoid  bacillus  in  two  and  one-half  minutes,  whereas  the  article  in  a 
dilution  of  1  part  thereof  to  1,400  parts  of  water  would  not  Idli  the  typhoid  bacillus 
in  two  and  one-half  minutes. 

^Misbranding  of  the  article  contained  in  the  bottles  purporting  to  contain  7  fluid 
ounces  and  the  bottles  pm-porting  to  contain  3  fluid  ounces  was  alleged  in  that  one  of 
the  two  booklets  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  each  of  the  bottles  bore  the  statem.ent, 
"Ziratol  in  dilution  of  1:1500  kills  the  Typhoid  Bacillus  in  2^  minutes, "  which  state- 
ment deceived  and  misled  the  purchaser  in  that  it  purported  to  state  that  the  article 
in  a  dilution  of  1  part  thereof  to  1,500  parts  of  water  would  kill  the  typhoid  bacillus 
in  two  and  one-half  minutes,  whereas  the  article  in  a  dilution  of  1  pai-t  thereof  to  1,500 
parts  of  water  would  not  kill  the  typhoid  bacillus  in  two  and  one-half  minutes. 

[Misbranding  of  the  article  contained  in  the  bottles  piu^porting  to  contain  7  fluid 
ounces  was  alleged  further:  (1)  in  that  each  of  the  two  booklets  inclosed  in  the  cartons 
with  the  bottles  bore  the  statement,  "Ziratol  *  ^  An  Ideal  Antiseptic  and 
Germicide.  Ten  times  stronger  *  *  than  Carbolic  Acid,"  which  statement 
deceived  and  misled  the  purchaser  in  this,  that  it  purported  to  state  that  the  article 
was  ten  times  stronger  as  a  germicide  than  carbolic  acid,  whereas  the  article  was  not 
ten  times  stronger  as  a  germicide  than  carbolic  acid ;  (2)  and  in  that  one  of  the  booklets 
bore  the  statement,  "Compared  with  the  bactericidal  action  of  Carbolic  Acid  by  the 
method  of  the  Hygienic  Laboratory  of  the  Marine  Hospital  Ser\ice,  Ziratol  has  the 
Carbolic  Acid  Coefficient  of  13,  that  is,  Ziratol  is  thirteen  times  stronger  than  Carbolic 
Acid,"  which  statement  deceived  and  misled  the  purchaser  in  this,  that  it  purported 
to  state  that  the  article  had  the  carbolic  acid  coefficient  of  13,  and  was  thirteen  times 
stronger  in  bactericidal  action  than  is  carbolic  acid,  whereas  the  article  had  a  carbolic 
acid  coefficient  much  less  than  13,  and  was  not  thirteen  times  stronger  in  bactericidal 
action  than  carbolic  acid;  (3)  and  in  that  one  of  the  booklets  bore  the  statement, 
"  Bearing  in  mind  the  fact  that  Ziratol  is  Thirteen  Times  ^^ore  Efficient  in  its  bacteri- 
cidal power  than  Carbolic  Acid,  it  will  be  readily  understood  that  one  per  cent,  solu- 
tions of  Ziratol  are  amply  sufficient  for  practically  all  purposes  because  even  in  that 
dilution  it  is  stronger  than  a  ten  percent,  solution  of  carbolic  acid,"  which  statement 
deceived  and  misled  the  piu'chaser  in  this,  that  it  purported  to  state  that  the  article 
was  thii-£een  times  more  efficient  in  its  bactericidal  power  than  carbolic  acid,  and  that 
a  1  per  cent  solution  of  the  article  was  stronger  in  l>actericidal  power  than  a  10  per  cent 
solution  of  carbolic  acid,  whereas  the  article  was  not  thirteen  times  more  efficient  in  its 
bactericidal  power  than  carbolic  acid,  and  a  1  per  cent  solution  of  the  article  was  not 
stronger  in  bactericidal  power  than  a  10  per  cent  solution  of  carbolic  acid. 

[Misbranding  of  the  article  contained  in  the  bottles  purporting  to  contain  3  fluid 
ounces  was  alleged:  (1 )  in  that  each  of  the  two  booklets  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the 
bottles  bore  the  statement,  "Ziratol  An  Ideal  Antiseptic  and  Germicide  *  *  * 
Ten  Times  More  Efficient  Than  Carbolic  Acid,"  which  statement  deceived  and  misled 
the  purchaser  in  this,  that  it  purported  to  state  that  the  article  was  ten  times  more 
efficient  as  a  germicide  than  carbolic  acid,  whereas  the  article  was  not  ten  times  more 
efficient  as  a  germicide  than  carbolic  acid;  (2)  and  in  that  one  of  the  two  booklets 
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bore  the  statement,  Compared  with  the  bactericidal  action  of  Carbolic  Acid  by  the 
method  of  the  Hygienic  Laboratory  of  the  Marine  Hospital  Service,  Ziratol  has  the 
Carbolic  Acid  Coefficient  of  more  than  Ten,  that  is,  Ziratol  is  Ten  times  stronger  than 
Carbolic  Acid,"  which  statement  deceived  and  misled  the  purchaser  in  this,  that  it 
purported  to  state  that  the  article  had  a  carbolic  acid  coefficient  more  than  10,  and  that 
the  article  was  ten  times  stronger  in  bactericidal  action  than  carbolic  acid,  whereas 
the  article  had  a  carbolic  acid  coefficient  m^uch  less  than  10,  and  was  not  ten  times 
stronger  in  bactericidal  action  than  carbolic  acid.  ^ 

On  April  14,  1916,  claimants  having  appeared  and  having  filed  an  answer  to  the  libel 
consenting  to  a  decree,  judgment  of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it 
Avas  ordered  by  the  court  that  the  product  should  be  released  to  the  claimants  upon  the 
payment  of  the  costs  of  the  proceedings  and  the  execution  of  a  bond  in  the  sum  of 
$1,000,  in  conformity  with  section  10  of  the  act. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

245.  Misbranding  o£  "Simplex."   U.  S.  v.  Harry  J.  Smitli  (H.  J.  Smith  &  Co.).  Plea  of  guilty 
Fine,  $40.    (I.  &  F.  No.  305.    Dom,  Nos.  7612,  8077,  8212,  8338.) 

On  September  23,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information,  in  four  counts,  against 
Harry  J.  Smith,  doing  business  as  H.  J.  Smith  &  Co.,  Utica,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  ship- 
ment by  said  defendant,  from  the  State  of  New  York,  of  quantities  of  an  article 
designated  ' '  Simplex,"  which  were  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910,  as  follows:  December  21,  1912,  into  the  State  of  Iowa,  on  January  11, 
1913,  into  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  on  January  24,  1913,  into  the  State  of  Indiana, 
and  February  7,  1913,  into' the  State  of  Michigan.  The  article  in  each  shipment  was 
contained  in  packages,  and  the  packages  in  the  shipments  of  December  21,  1912,  and 
January  11,  1913,  purported  to  contain  1  pound  each  of  the  article,  and  the  packages 
in  the  shipments  of  January  24,  1913,  and  February  7,  1913,  purported  to  contain  5 
pounds  of  the  article.  It  was  alleged  in  the  information  that  the  article  in  each 
shipment  was  misbranded  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and.  fungicide,  (1)  and  the 
labels  of  the  packages  bore  a  statement  regarding  the  article  which  was  false  and  mis- 
leading, and  (2)  that  the  article  Vv^as  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser:  in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  packages  of  the  article  in  the  shipments 
of  December  21,  1912,  and  January  11,  1913,  bore  the  statement,  "1  Pound  Simplex," 
and  that  the  labels  of  the  packages  of  the  article  in  the  shipments  of  January  24, 
1913,  and  February  7,  1913,  bore  the  statement,  "5  Pounds  Simplex,"  whereas  each 
of  the  packages  in  the  shipment  of  December  21,  1912,  and  January  11,  1913,  contained 
less  than  1  pound  of  the  article,  and  each  of  the  packages  in  the  shipments  of  January 
24,  1913,  and  February  7,  1913,  contained  less  than  5  pounds  of  the  article.  Mis- 
branding of  the  article  in  each  shipment  was  alleged,  fuilher,  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide and  fungicide,  was  in  package  form  and  the  contents  of  each  of  the  packages  were 
stated  in  terms  of  weight,  but  they  were  not  correctly  stated  on  the  outside  of  the 
package:  in  this,  that  the  statement,  "1  Pound  Simplex,"  borne  on  the  labels  of  the 
packages  of  the  article  in  the  shipments  of  December  21,  1912,  and  January  11,  1913, 
operated  to  state  that  the  contents  of  each  of  said  packages  were  1  pound  of  the  article; 
and  that  the  statement,  "5  Pounds  Simplex,"  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  packages  of 
the  article  in  the  shipments  of  January  24,  1913,  and  February  7,  1913,  operated  to 
state  that  the  contents  of  each  of  said  packages  were  5  pounds  of  the  article;  whereas 
the  contents  of  each  of  the  packages  in  the  shipments  of  December  21,  1912,  and 
January  11,  1913,  were  less  than  1  pound  of  the  article,  and  the  contents  of  each  of  the 
packages  in  the  shipments  of  January  24,  1913,  and  February  7,  1913,  were  less  than 
5  pounds  of  the  article. 
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On  September  23,  1915,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  ioformation, 
and  the  coui't  imposed  a  fine  of  $40. 

Carl  Vroomax,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
W.-LSJiiNGTON,  D.  C,  Maij  1,  1917. 

::^Ilsbian(iing  of  "XO-FLY."  U.  S.  v.  W.  D.  Carpenter  Company.  Pica  of  guUty.  Fliie, 
S30.   (I.  &  F.  No.  m    Dom.  Nos.  7108,  73S3,  and  88790 

On  October  5,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  New 
York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  DiBirict  Couit 
of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information,  in  three  counts,  against  W.  D. 
Cai'pentcr  Co.,  a  corporation,  SjTacuse.  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defend- 
ant, from  the  State  of  New  York,  of  quantities  of  an  article  designated  "No-Fly." 
which  were  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  as  follows: 
On  April  30,  1912,  into  the  State  of  Delawai-e;  on  July  9,  1912,  into  the  State  of  Min- 
nesota; and  on  March  30,  1914,  into  the  State  of  Virginia.  The  article  in  each  ship- 
ment was  contained  in  cans,  each  labeled  as  follows:  "One  Gallon  No-Fly  Keeps  Fiiea 
Away    Manufactured  by  W.  D.  Cai-penter  Co.  SjTacuse,  N.  Y." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  each  shipment  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that 
it  was  an  insecticide,  (1)  and  the  package  and  label  bore  a  statement  regarding-  the 
ai-ticle  which  was  false  and  misleading,  (2)  and  the  ai'ticle  was  labeled  and  branded 
so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the 
labels  on  the  cans,  "One  Gallon  No-Fly,"  represented  that  each  of  the  cans  contained 
1  gallon  of  the  article,  whereas  each  of  the  cans  did  not  contain  1  gallon,  but  contained 
less  than  1  gallon  thereof. 

I\IiabrandingOi  the  ai'ticle  in  each  shipment  was  alleged  fuither  in  that  it  waev  in 
package  form,  and  the  contents  were  stated  in  terms  of  measure  but  they  were 
not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  the  outside  o£  the  package  in  this,  that  the  latel 
on  the  outside  of  each  of  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "One  Gallon  No-Fly," 
whereas  each  of  the  packages  did  not  contain  1  gallon  of  the  article,  but  contained 
less  than  1  gallon  thereof. 

On  October  8,  1915,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and 
the  coiu  t  imposed  a  fine  of  330. 

Carl  \R00i^iA.yi,  Acting  Saretxinj  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

3 17.  Misbranding,  of  "Stillwagon's  Powdered  Lice  Kiiler."   U.  S.  v.  Henry  HandschiegU  Pica 
of  guilty.  Fine,»10  and  costs.  (I.  &  F.  No.  324.   Dom.  No.  8454.) 

On  September  22,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Missouri,  acting  u])on  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agi-icultiu*e.  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Henry  Ilaod- 
schiegl,  trading  and  doing  ))usiness  under  the  name  and  style  of  Stillwagon  Food 
Manufacturing  Co.,  St.  Louis,  ]\Io.,  allegiDg  the  shipment  by  said  defendant  on 
May  12,  1913,  from  the  State  of  Missouri  into  tlie  State  of  Illinois,  of  a  quantity  of 
an  article  designated,  '"Still wagon's  Powdered  Lice  Killer,"  wliich  was  misbranded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in 
18  packages,  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  ''Still wagon's  (Powdered)  Lice  Killer,  Kills 
Lice,  Fleas,  Ticks,  Moth,  Etc.  Aa  a  disinfectant  it  is  a  moat  valuable  preparation, 
puiifjTLUg  noxious  gases,  airesting  decomposition  and  putrefiiction.  Few  Poultry 
Houses,  Stables,  Pigeon  Lofts,  Pig  Pens.  Water  Closets.  Vaults.  Cess-Pools,  Garbage 
Boxes,  Dog  Kennels,  etc.,  it  serves  as  an  absolute  pre\entive  of  rli^eaisc  and  will 
speedily  destroy  all  i^arasites  that  inhabit  such  places.  For  purii'ying  Poultry  Runs 
that  are  contaminated  with  the  poison  of  Roup  or  Cholera.  Keunelsor  Stables  polluted 
witli  Distemper,  it  lias  no  cquaL  *  *  Manufactured  l»y  Stillwagon  Food  Co., 
St.  Louis,  Mo.,  U.  S.  A." 
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Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide, 
(1)  and  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  statenienta  regarding  the  article  which  were 
false  and  misleading,  (2)  a:nd  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  puTchaser:  in  this,  that  the  statement  on  the  label,  "Kills  Lice, 
Fleas,  Ticks,  Moth,  Etc.,"  represented  that  the  article  would  be  effective  against  all 
kinds  of  ticks,  and  all  insects  which  affect  and  infest  domestic  a,nimals  and  poultry, 
and  all  kinds  of  moths,  whereas  the  article  v/ould  not  be  effective  against  all  kinds  of 
ticks,  or  all  insects  which  affect  and  infest  domestic  animals  and  i>oultry,  or  all  kinds 
©f  moths;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement  on  the  label,  "As  a  disinfectant  it  is  a  most 
valuable  preparation,  purifying  noxious  gases,  arresting  decomposition  and  putre- 
faction," represented  that  the  article  was  a  valuable  disinfectant,  would  purify 
noxious  gases,  and  would  arrest  decomposition  and  putrefaction,  whereas  the  article 
was  not  a  valuable  disinfectant,  would  not  purify  noxious  gases,  and  would  not  aiTest 
decomposition  and  putrefaction;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  "For  Poultry 
Hrouses,  Stables,  Pigeon  Lofts,  Pig  Pens,  Water  Closets,  Vaults,  Cess-Pools,  Garl>age 
Boxes,  Dog  Kennels,  etc.,  it  serves  as  an  absolute  preventive  of  diseases  and  will 
speedily  destroy  all  parasites  that  inhabit  such  places,"  represented  that  the  article 
was  an  absolute  preventive  of  disease,  and  would  destroy  all  parasites  that  inhabit 
poultry  houses,  stables,  pigeon  lofts,  pig  pens,  water  closets,  vaults,  cesspools,  gar- 
bage boxes,  and  dog  Icennels,  whereas  the  article  was  not  an  absolute  preventi-\'e  of 
disease,  and  would  not  destroy  all  pai\asites  that  inhabit  poultry  houses-,  stal>les, 
pigeon  lofts,  pig  pens,  water  closets^  vaults,  cesspools,  garbage  boxes,  and  dog  kennels; 
and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  "For  purifying  Poultry  Runs  that  are  contaminated 
with  the  poison  of  Roup  or  Cholera,  Kennels  or  Sta'oles  polluted  v/ith  Distemper, 
it  has  no  equal,"  represented  tlmt  the  article  would  purify  poultry  runs  of  the  in- 
fection of  roup  or  cholera,  and  would  purify  kennels  or  stables  of  the  infection,  of 
distemper,  whereas  the  article  would  not  purify  poultry  runs  of  the  infection  of 
roup  or  cholera,  and  would  not  purify  kennels  or  stables  of  the  infection  of  distemper. 
Misbranding  v/as  alleged  further  in.  that  the  a.rticle  was  an  insecticide  other  than 
Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  consisted  partially  of  in.ert  substances,  to  wit, 
Substances  other  than  nicotine,  snlphuj',  and  a  trace  of  phenol,  which  inert  substances 
do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and  the  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  e^x^ery  one  of  the  inert  su];)stances  and  ingTedients  were  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  a.li,  on  each  or  any  of  the  la'bels  of  the  packages  containing 
the  article,  and,  in  Keu  of  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  e^rery 
one  of  the  inert  su]>stances  and  ingredients,  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of 
each  and  every  ingredient  having  insecticidal  properties  and  the  total  percent- 
age of  inert  substances  and  ingredients-  present  in  tlie  article  were  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels. 

On  October  18,  1915,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  inform.ation,  and 
the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10  and  costs. 

Carl  Vhooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,1917.. 

348,  Adulteration  ami  liilsbraiiding-  of  "Spratt's  Patent  Insect  Powder."  U.  v.  Spratt*;3 
Patent  (America.)  Limited.  Flea  oi  guilty.  Fine,  $10  and  costs-  (I.  &  F.  No.  390,  Dom, 
No.  9154.) 

On  March  28,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Missouri, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Spratt's  Patent  (America) 
Limited,  a  corporation,  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant  on 
August  5,  1914,  fi'om  the  State  of  Missouri  into  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  of  a  quantity 
of  an  article  desig-nated  "Spratt's  Patent  Insect  Powder,"  which  was  adulterated 
and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article 
contained  in  12  packages,  each  labeled  as  follows:     Spratt's  Patent  Insect  Powder 
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for  removing  all  kinds  of  parasites  from  birds  and  animals.  Directions  for  Use. — 
For  vermin  in  dogs,  poultry,  pigeons,  birds,  cats,  etc.,  Dust  well  into  the  hair,  fur 
or  feathers  and  nests,  or  other  places  infested  by  the  verm.in.  Price  25  cents  per  tin. 
Guaranteed  by  Spratt's  Patent  Limited,  under  Food  and  Drugs  Act,  June  30,  1906. 
Serial  Number  1832." 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  its  strength  and  ptu-ity  fell  below 
the  professed  standard  and  quality  tinder  v/hich  it  was  sold  in  this,  that  the  statement 
on  the  label,  ''Spratt's  Patent  Insect  Powder,"  professed  that  the  article  was  insect 
powder,  that  is  to  say,  was  of  the  standard  and  quality  of  being  composed  wholly 
of  the  powdered  flower  heads  of  certain  species  of  the  p}Ti-ethrum  plant,  and  was  sold 
under  said  professed  standard  and  quality,  whereas  the  streligth  and  pmity  of  the 
article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quailty  in  that  it  did  not  consist 
wholly  of  the  powdered  flower  heads  of  species  of  the  p^Tethrum  plant.  Adulteration 
wo^  alleged  further  in  that  tlie  article  was  an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  green  and 
lead  arsenate,  and  that  substances  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  the  article  in  this, 
that  the  statement  on  the  label,  "Spratt's  Patent  Insect  Powder,"  pui-ported  that 
the  article  was  insect  powder,  that  is  to  say,  was  composed  wholly  of  the  powdered 
flower  heads  of  species  of  the  p^Tethrum  plant,  whereas  stibstances  other  than  the 
powdered  llower  heads  of  species  of  p\Tethrtim,  to  wit,  powdered  stems  of  species  of 
p\Tethrum  and  sand,  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  the  article.  Misbranding  was 
alleged  in  that  the  article  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  the  labels  of  the  packages  bore 
statements  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  that  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  pm-chaser:  in  this,  that  the  statement  on 
the  label,  "Spratt's  Patent  Insect  Powder,"  represented  that  the  article  was  insect 
powder,  that  is  to  say,  was  composed  wholly  of  the  powdered  flower  heads  of  species 
of  the  pyrethrum  plant,  whereas  the  article  was  not  composed  wholly  of  tlie  powdered 
flower  heads  of  species  of  the  pjTethum  plant;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement  on  the 
label,  "Spratt's  Patent  Insect  Powder  for  removing  all  kinds  of  parasites  from  birds 
and  animals,"  represented  that  the  article  would  remove  all  kinds  of  parasites  from 
birds  and  animals,  whereas  the  article  would  not  remove  all- kinds  of  parasites  from 
birds  and  animals;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement  on  the  label,  "Spratt's  Patent 
Insect  Powder  *  *  *  Directions  for  Use. — For  vermin  in  dogs,  poultry,  pigeons, 
birds,  cats,  etc.,  Dust  well  into  the  hair,  fur  or  feathers  and  nests,  or  other  places 
infested  by  the  vermin,"  represented  that  the  article  would  destroy  all  vermin  which 
infest  dogs,  poultry,  pigeons,  birds,  and  cats  if  the  article  were  applied  by  du!<ting 
the  hair  or  fur  of  the  animals  or  the  feathers  of  the  fowls  and  birds,  so  infested,  and  by 
dusting  the  article  in  nests  and  other  places  so  infested,  whereas  the  article  would  not 
destroy  all  vermin  which  infest  dogs,  poultry,  pigeons,  birds,  and  cats  if  applied  in 
the  said  method  and  manner. 

On  May  2,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and 
the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10  and  costs. 

Carl  Vuooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

■\VA8HiNnTox,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

240.  Misbranding  of  "Solution  Cresol  Compound."  V.  S.  v.  The  William  S.  ^lerrell  ChemlcrJ 
Company.  Plea  of  nolo  contendere.  Fine, 825  and  costs.  (I.  &  F.  No.  334.  Dom.  No. 
8223.) 

On  October  5,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of  Oliio. 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  ot 
the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  The  William  S.  Merrell 
Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation.  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said 
defendant,  on  May  31 ,  1913,  from  tlie  State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  Iowa,  of  a  quantity 
of  an  article  de;>ignated  "Solution  Crosol  Compound.  "  which  was  mij^branded  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  liJlO.   The  article  was  contained  in  six  bottles, 
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each  labeled  as  follows:  ''Solution  Cresol  Compound — Liquor  Cresolis  Compositus, 
U.  S.  P.  For  external  use  only.  Guaranteed  by  the  Wm.  S.  Meriell  Chemical  Co. 
under  the  Food  and  Drugs  Act,  June  30,  1906.  Serial  No.  628.  The  Wm.  S.  Merrell 
Chemical  Co.,  Manufacturing  Chemists,  Cincinnati." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide, 
and  that  the  statement,  ''Solution  Cresol  Compound — Liquor  Cresolis  Compositus, 
XJ.  S.  P.,  "borne  on  the  label  on  each  of  the  bottles,  was  false  and  misleading  in  that  it 
conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression,  and  was  calculated  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser  into  the  belief,  that  the  article  was  prepared  according  to,  and  contained 
and  consisted,  of  the  substances  and  ingredients  in  the  proportions  prescribed  by,  the 
formula  for  Liquor  Cresolis  Compositus  in  the  United  States  Pharmacopoeia,  whereas 
the  article  was  not  prepared  according  to,  and  did  not  contain  and  consist  of  the  sub- 
stances and  ingredients  in  the  proportions  prescribed  by,  the  formula  for  Liquor 
Cresolis  Compositus  in  the  United  States  Pharmacopoeia,  but  the  article  contained 
water  in  a  proportion  greater,  and  potassium  hydrate  and  linseed  oil  in  proportions 
less,  than  the  proportions  prescribed  by  the  formula  for  Liquor  Cresolis  Compositus  in 
the  United  States  Pharmacopoeia.  Misbranding  was  alleged  further  in  that  the 
article  was  a  fungicide,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  water, 
which  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the 
percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly, 
or  at  all.  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  the  percentage 
amount  of  the  inert  ingredient,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each 
and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  per- 
centage of  inert  ingredient  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainh^  and  correctly,  or  at  all, 
on  each  or  any  of  the  labels. 

On  January  12,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the  infer* 
mation,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  .f  25  and  costs.  • 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

330.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Arsenate  of  I^ead  Standard."   Thomsen  Chemical 
Company.   Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,S35.   (I.  &  F.  No.  360.   Dom.  No.  8688.) 

On  Decem^ber  20,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Maryland, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  said  district  against  the  Thomsen  Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation, 
Baltimore,  Md.,  an  information,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  Febru- 
ary 27,  1914,  from  the  State  of  Maryland  into  the  State  of  California,  of  a  quantity  of 
an  article  designated  "Arsenate  of  Lead  Standard,"  which  was  adulterated  and  mis- 
branded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  con- 
tained in  96  packages,  each  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  "Arsenate  of  Lead  Standard 
^  *  *  Guaranteed  to  contain  not  less  than  9.8%  total  Metallic  Arsenic,  equivalent 
to  not  less  than  lb%  Arsenic  Oxide  (AS2O5),  and  not  to  exceed  0.48%  water  soluble 
Metallic  Arsenic,  equivalent  to  0.75%  Arsenic  Oxide  (AS2O5),  and  not  to  exceed 
50%  water  (HoO).  *  *  *  This  package  when  packed  weighed  Gross  1-13/16, 
Tare  13  oz.,  Net  libs.    *  * 

Adulteration  of  the  article  v/as  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a  lead 
arsenate,  and  contained  arsenic  in  water-soluble  forms  equivalent  to  more  than 
per  cent  of  arsenic  oxid  (AsoOs).  Misbranding  was  alleged  in  that  the  article  was 
lead  arsenate,  (1)  and  that  the  label  bore  statem^ents  which  were  false  and  misleading, 
(2)  and  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser  in  this:  that  the  statement,  "Guaranteed  to  contain  not  less  than  9.8% 
total  Metallic  Arsenic,  equivalent  to  not  less  than  15  %  Arsenic  Oxide  (AsoOg),  and 
not  to  exceed  0.48%  water-soluble  Metallic  Arsenic,  equivalent  to  0.75%  Arsenic 
Oxide  (AsoO^),"  piu-ported  that  the  article  contained  water-soluble  arsenic  equiva- 
lent to,  and  calculated  as,  metallic  arsenic  in  a  proportion  not  exceeding  -^-^  per 
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cent;  of  the  article,  and  that  the  article  contained  water-soluble  arsenic  equivalent 
to.  and  calculated  as,  arsenic  oxid  in  the  proportion  of  ^Vxy  P^'*  ^^^^^  article, 
whereas  the  ailicle  contained  water-soluble  areenic  equivalent  t-o,  and  calculated  as, 
metallic  arsenic  in  a  proportion  greater  than  -^-^  per  cent  of  the  article,  and  con- 
tiijied  water-soluble  ai-senic  equivalent  to.  and  calculated  af»,  arsenic  oxid  in  a  pro- 
portion greater  than  -ft^^  per  cent  of  the  article;  (2)  and  in  this,  that  the  statement, 
"This  package  when  packed  weighed  Groe.s  1-1.3'1<3,  Tare,  13  oz.,  Net  1  lbs.,''  pur- 
j>orted  tliat  each  oi  the  packages  contained  1  pound  net  weight  of  the  article, 
whereas  each  of  the  packages  contained  less  than  1  pound  net  weight  of  the  article. 
Misbranding  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  article  was  lead  arsenate,  and  was 
in  package  form,  and  the  contents  were  stated  in  terms  of  weight  but  they  were  not 
plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  the  outside  of  the  package:  in  this,  that  the  statement 
"This  package  when  packed  weighed  Gross  1-13/16,  Tare  13  oz.,  Net  1  llw.,'* 
operated  to  state  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  packages  were  1  pound  of  the 
article,  whereas  the  content3  of  each  of  the  packages  were  much  less  than  i  pound. 

On  December  20,  1915,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  inforniatioa, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

Carl  Vroomax,  Acting  Secreiary  of  A^mJtu re. 

Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

251,  Aduiteration  and  misbrandLna:  ol  "Strictly  Pure  Paris  Green."   U.  S.  v,  Carpenter-Udefl 
CheiGical  Company.  Plea  of  giiilty.  Fine,S50.   (I.  &  F.  No.  317.   Dom.  No.  SHI.) 

On  Februaiy  8,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of  >fi'^hi- 
^n,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretai-y  of  Agiicidture,  filed  in  the  District  Coiut 
of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  Carpenter-Udell 
Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation,  Grand  Rapids,  ]^lich.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said 
defendant,  on  ^larch  19, 1913,  from  the  State  of  Michigan  into  the  State  of  ]5.[Lf?ouri,  of 
a  quantity  of  an  ai'ticle  designated  "Strictly  Pure  Paris  Green,''  which  was  adulter- 
ated and  miabranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article 
was  contained  in  5,000  packages,  each  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  ''Strictly  Piu'e  Paris 
Careen  Poison  ^Manufactured  by  Carpenter- Udell  Chemical  Co.,  Grand  Rapids,  !^fich. 
*  *  *  Imperial  Brand  Paris  Green  is  guaranteed  to  contain  more  than  50^  Arse- 
nious  Oxide  and  not  more  than  3^5^  Water  Soluble  Arsenious  Oxide.    *   *  *" 

Adidteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  Paris  gi"een, 
and  that  it  contained  arsenic  in  water-soluble  forms  eqidvalent  to  more  than  3^  l>er 
cent  of  arsenious  oxide.  Adulteration  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  article  wa.^ 
Parif  green,  and  that  a  substance,  areenious  oxide,  had  been  mixed  and  packed  with 
the  article  so  as  to  injuriously  affect  the  quality  of  the  article.  Misbranviii^.g  v*a8 
alleged  in  that  the  statement,  '  Strictly  Pure  Paris  Green,''  borne  on  the  label,  waa 
false  and  misleading  in  that  it  conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression,  and  waa  cal- 
cidated  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the  belief,  that  the  article  waa 
strictly  pure  Paris  green,  whereaa  it  was  not  strictly  pure  Paris  green,  but  consisted 
of  a  mixture  of  Paris  gieen  and  arsenious  oxide.  ?.fisbranding  of  the  article  waa 
alleged  further  in  that  the  statement,  "Imperial  Brand  Paris  Green  is  guaranteed  to 
contain  more  than  oO^r  Arsenious  Oxide  and  not  mtvo  than  'i^^r  Water  Soluble 
Arsenioiis  Oxide,"  })orne  on  the  labels,  wad  false  and  misleading  in  that  it  conveyed 
the  meaning  and  impressit^n.  and  deceived  and  misled  the  purchaser  into  the  l>elief, 
that  the  article  cont^nwi  water-soluble  ai-senious  oxide  in  a  pro}H>rti(>n  not  grtmter 
than  3\  per  cent  thereof,  whereas  it  cr^ntained  water-soluble  arsenious  oxide  in  a  pro- 
portion greater  than  3A  per  cent  thereof. 

On  February  21.  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  coml  impf)se<i  a  fine  of  $50. 

Caul  Vrooman,  Activfj  Secrehirtj  of  A^icviture. 

Washin-GTon',  D.  <'.,  May  1.  1917. 
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253.  Adulteratjon  and.  mlsforandlug'  o?  "Carpenter's  Imperial  Brand  Ke^osiae  Ejnialsloa," 
U,  S,  V-  Carpenter-^UfteR  Cliemlcal  Compa-ny.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine^SSO.  (I.  &  F.  No. 
323.    Dom.  No.  8246.) 

On  February  8,  1916,  the  TJnited  States  attorney  for  tlie  Western  District  of  Mich- 
igan, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  Carpenter-Fdeli 
Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation,  G-rand  Rapids,  Mich.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said 
defendant,  on  June  13,  1913,  from  the  State  of  Michigan  into  the  State  of  Illinois,  of  a 
quantity  of  an  article  designated  "Carpenter's  Imperial  Brand  Kerosine  Emulsion," 
which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  \vithin  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act 
01  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  24  packages,  each  labeled  in  part  as  followgi: 
"  Carpenter's  Imperial  Brand  Kerosine  Emulsion  *  *  *  Made  over  the  follb wing 
formula:  Kerosine  Oil,  1  gallon  Soap,  2  pounds  Water,  1  gallon  Manufactured  by 
Carpenter-ITdell  Chemical  Co.    Grand  Rapids,  Mich.   ^  *" 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide, and  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under 
which  it  was  sold,  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  each  of  the  labels,  "Made  over 
the  following  formula:  Kerosine  Oil,  1  gallon  Soap,  2  pounds  Vv^ater,  1  gallon/' 
professed  that  the  article  contained  kerosene  oil  in  the  proportion  of  1  gallon,  soap  in 
the  proportion  of  2  pounds,  and  water  in  the  proportion  of  1  gallon,  whereas  the  iirticle 
contained  kerosene  oil  in  a  proportion  less  than  1  gallon,  soap  in  a  proportion  less 
th£in  2  pounds,  and  water  in  a  proportion  greater  than  1  gallon,  said  kerosene  and  soap 
being  substances  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  said  water  being  a  substance 
which  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mdtigate  insects.  Misbranding  of  the  article 
was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  the  statement,  borne  on  each  of  the 
labels,  "Made  over  the  following  formula:  Kerosine  oil,  1  gallon  Soap,  2  pounds 
Water,  1  gallon,"  was  false  and  misleading  in  that  it  conveyed  the  meaning  and 
impression,  and  was  calculated  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the  belief, 
that  the  article  contained  kerosene  oil  in  the  proportion  of  1  gallon,  soap  in  the  pro- 
portion of  2  pounds,  and  water  in  the  proportion  of  1  gallon,  whereas  the  article  con- 
tained kerosene  oil  in  a  proportion  less  than  1  gallon,  soap  in  a  proportion  less  than  2 
pounds,  and  water  in  a  proportion  greater  than  1  gallon.  Misbranding  was  alleged 
further  in  that  the  article  was  an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arse- 
nates, and  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  water,  which  substance  does  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount 
01  the  inert  ingredient  Avere  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the 
labels,  nor,  in.  lieu  of  the  name  and  the  percentage  am^ount  of  the  inert  ingredient, 
were  the  names  and  percentage  amount  of  each  aiid  every  ingredient  of  the  article 
having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredient,  stated 
plainly  and  correctly  on  each  pr  any  of  the  labels. 

On  February  21,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

Cakl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  A  griculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

353.  Mis'oranding  of  "DePree's  Faraforni  Candle."   U.  S.  v.  Tlie  DePree  Cliemka!  Company. 
Pica  of  guHty.  Fiiie,S35  and  costs.   (I.  &  F.  No.  399.   Dom.  No.  9829.) 

On  June  26,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of  I^Iicliigan, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  DePree  Chemical  Co.,  a 
corporation,  Holland,  Mich.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  February 
11,  1915,  from  the  State  of  Michigan  into  the  State  of  Kansas,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article 
designated  "DePree's  Paraform  Candle,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Irisecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  Y^as  contained  in  144  metallic  containers, 
each  labeled  as  follows:  "DePree's  Parafomi  Caudle    The  DePree  Chemical  Co, 
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Chicago,  111.  Holland,  Mich.  Remove  this  cover,  light  wick  underneath.  Set 
candle  in  a  shallow  dish  of  water.  Do  not  neglect  this  latter  precaution."  Each 
metallic  container  was  inclosed  in  a  carton  labeled  as  follows:  ''DePree's  Paraform 
Candle  Si.'^e  No.  1  Recommended  for  1000  cubic  feet.  The  DePree  Chemical  Co. 
Chicago,  Illinois.    Holland,  Mich.    Windsor,  Ont." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide, 
and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  water,  which  does  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the 
inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the 
labels  on  the  metallic  containers  or  the  cartons,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  the  per- 
centage amount  of  the  inert  ingredient,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of 
each  and  every  ingredient  ha\'ing  fungicidal  properties  and  the  total  percentage  of 
the  inert  ingredient  present,  stated  plainly  and  con-ectly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of 
the  labels  on  the  metallic  containers  or  the  cartons. 

On  July  6,  1916,  the  defendant  pleaded  guilty  to  the  information,  and  the  court 
imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

Carl  Yuooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washixgtox,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

254.  Misbranding  of  "San  Tox  Lotion  of  Larkspur  and  Sabadilla  Seeds."  U.  S.  v.  The  DePiee 

Chemical  Company.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,S25  and  costs.  (I.  &  F.  No.  404.  Dom.  No. 
9667.) 

On  June  26;  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  AVestern  District  of  Michigan, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricultui'e.  filed  in  the  District  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  The  DePree  Chemical  Co., 
a  corporation,  Holland.  Mich.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  November 
20,  1914,  from  the  State  of  Michigan  into  the  State  of  South  Carolina,  of  an  article 
designated ' '  San  Tox  Lotion  of  Larkspiu-  and  Sabadilla  Seeds,  "  which  was  misbranded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  six 
bottles,  each  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  "San  Tox  Lotion  of  Larkspur  and  Sabadilla 
Seeds  Poison  *  -s*-  Contains  50%  alcohol,  -s*-  •'^  *  The  De  Pree  Chemical 
Co.,  Chicago,  Illinois,  Laboratories:  Holland,  Mich."  Each  of  the  bottles  was  con- 
tained in  a  carton  labeled  as  follows:  "San  Tox  Lotion  of  Larkspur  and  Sabadilla 
Seeds  Alcohol  50%  Poison  *  *  *  The  De  Pree  Chemical  Co.,  Chicago,  IlUnois. 
Laboratories:  Holland,  Mich.    *    -    '^^  " 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  infonnation  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide 
and  fungicide,  and  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  water,  which  does  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage 
amount  of  the  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  con-ectly,  or  at  all,  on 
each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  bottles  containing  the  article  or  on  each  or  any  of 
the  labels  or  cartons  inclosing  the  bottles,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  the  percentage 
amount  of  the  inert  ingredient,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and 
every  ingredient  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  i)roperties  and  the  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  ingredient,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  or 
cartons. 

On  July  6,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and  the 
court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washij^gtont,  D.  (".,  May  1,  1917. 

255.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Insect  Ponder."  U.  S.  v.  Benjamin  L.  Lambert  (Lam- 

bert &  Low  man;.   Plea  of  guilty.   Fine,S50.   (T.  A:  F.  No.  350.    Dom.  No.  8-591). 

At  the  March  term,  1916,  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the, Eastern 
District  of  Michigan,  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  district,  ar-ting  upon  a  report 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  said  court  an  information  against  Benjamin 
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L.  Lambert,  Detroit,  Mich.,  doing  business  under  the  name  of  Lambert  &  Lowman, 
alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  February  7,  1914,  from  the  State  of 
Michigan  into  the  State  of  West  Virginia,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  designated  ' '  Insect 
Powder,  "  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecti- 
cide Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  cans,  each  labeled  as  follows:  "Insect 
Powder  For  Bugs,  Lice,  Cocla'oaches,  Bedbugs,  Ants,  Moths,  Etc.  It  specially 
destroys  Insect  Life  by  the  particular  action  on  the  Respiratory  organs.  Directions: 
For  ants  and  roaches,  sprinkle  the  powder  around  the  places  they  most  frequent;  for 
moths  and  bedbugs,  sprinkle  over  the  carpets  and  into  the  joints  and  slats  of  the 
bedsteads.  Dusted  into  the  hair  of  dogs  and  cats  it  will  destroy  lice  and  fleas.  For 
insects  on  plants,  dust  the  powder  on  the  leaves.  To  rid  a  room  of  mosquitoes  or 
flies,  close  the  doors  and  windows  and  sprinkle  the  powder  about  the  room.  Guaran- 
teed by  Lambert  Pharmacal  and  Chemical  Company,  Detroit,  Michigan  to  comply 
with  Pure  Food  and  Drugs  Act  of  June  30,  1906.    Serial  No.  1998.  " 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide, and  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under 
which  it  was  sold:  in  this,  that  the  words,  ''Insect  Powder,  "  borne  on  the  label,  pro- 
fessed that  the  article  was  insect  powder,  that  is  to  say,  that  it  consisted  wholly  of 
the  powdered  flower  heads  of  pyre  thrum,  whereas  the  article  did  not  consist  wholly 
of  the  powdered  flower  heads  of  pyre  thrum,  but  consisted  wholly  or  for  the  most  part 
of  the  powdered  stems  of  pyrethrum  and  a  salt  of  chromium.    Adulteration  of  the 
article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  substances  had  been 
substituted  wholly  or  in  part  for  the  article  in  this,  that  the  words,  "Insect  Powder,  " 
represented  that  the  article  consisted  wholly  of  the  powdered  flower  heads  of  p3^reth- 
rum,  whereas  other  substances,  to  wit,  powdered  stems  of  pyrethrum  and  a  salt  of 
chromium,  had  been  substituted  wholly  or  in  part  for  the  article.    Misbranding  of 
the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  (1)  and  the  labels  bore  statements 
\vhich  were  false  and  misleading,  (2)  and  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  in  this,  that  the  words,  "Insect  Powder,  "  repre- 
sented that  the  article  consisted  wholly  of  the  powdered  flower  heads  of  pyrethrum, 
whereas  it  consisted  wholly  or  for  the  most  part  of  powdered  stems  of  pyrethrum  and 
a  salt  of  chromium;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  "It  specially  destroys  Insect 
Life  by  the  particular  action  on  the  Respiratory  organs,  "  represented  that  the  article 
would  destroy  all  insect  life,  whereas  it  would  not  destroy  all  insect  life;  and  in  this, 
that  the  statement,  "Insect  Powder  For  Bugs,  lice,  Cockroaches,  Bedbugs,  Ants, 
Moths,  Etc.,"  represented  that  the  article  would  be  effective  against  lice,  cock- 
roaches, ants,  all  bugs,  and  ail  moths,  whereas  it  would  not  be  effective  against  Hce, 
cockroaches,  ants,  all  bugs,  and  all  moths;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  "For  ants- 
and  roaches,  sprinkle  the  powder  around  the  places  they  most  frequent,  "  represented 
that  the  article  would  be  effective  against  ants  and  roaches  when  applied  as  directed, 
whereas  it  v/ould  not  be  effective  against  ants  and  roaches  when  so  applied;  and  in 
this,  that  the  statement,  "for  moths  and  bedbugs,  sprinkle  over  the  carpets  and  into 
the  joints  and  slats  of  the  bedsteads,  "  represented  that  the  article  would  be  effective 
against  moths  when  applied  as  directed,  whereas  it  would  not  be  effective  against 
moths  when  so  applied;  and  in  this,  that  the  statenemt,  ' ' Dusted  into  the  hair  of  dogs 
and  cats  it  will  destroy  lice  and  fleas,  "  represented  that  the  article  v/ould  be  effective 
against  lice  and  fleas  on  dogs  and  cats  when  applied  as  directed,  whereas  it  would 
not  be  effective  against  lice  and  fleas  on  dogs  and  cats  when  so  applied;  and  in  this, 
that  the  statement,  ' '  For  insects  on  plants,  dust  the  powder  on  the  leaves, "  repre- 
sented that  the  article  would  destroy  all  insects  which  attack  and  infest  plants  when 
applied  as  directed,  whereas  the  article  would  not  destroy  all  insects  which  attack 
and  infest  plants  when  so  applied;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  "To  rid  a  room  of 
mosquitoes  or  flies  close  the  doors  and  windows  and  sprinkle  the  powder  about  the 
99183°— 17  3 
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room. represented  that  tlie  article  would  be  effective  against  mosquitoes  and  flies 
whe»  ufed  as  directed,  whereas  it  would  not  ]>e  effecti\-e  aj^ainHt  mos^iuit-x-^  and 
flies  when  so  used. 

On  May  15, 1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informaiion,  and  the 
court  imposed  a  fine  of  §50. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Actinrj  Seiretonj  of  .U/iJniHwe. 
Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

25€y.  Misbrandine:  of  "Ziratoi."   U.  S.  v.  Nine  Hundred  and  Thirty-six  Bottles  and  Six  Jugs  of 
ZiFatol.  Consent  decree  of  coitderanation  and  forfeiture.  Prod  net  ordered  releasetl 

on  bond.   (I.  &  F.  No.  396.    S.  No.  29.    Dom.  Nos.  10121,  10529,  10530,  IOd-^I,  10532,  106.33.) 

On  I^ecember  20,  1 915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  l^fich- 
igan,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  pra>dng  seiTiure  and  condemna- 
tion of  936  bottles  and  6  jugs,  more  or  less,  of  an  article,  des^ignated  "ZiratoU'  at 
I>etroit,  Mich.  It  was  alleged  in  the  .libel  that  the  article  had  been  shipped  by 
Bristol-Myers  Co.,  ]^ew  York,  N.  Y.,  and  transported  in  original  unbroken  pack- 
ages from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  jVIichigan,  and  was  misbranded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and  that  it  was 
labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  thereof:  in  this, 
that  the  labels  on  the  bottles  and  jugs  bore  the  statement,  "Ziratoi  *  *  •*  a 
Powerful  Antiseptic  and  Germicide  of  the  Xaphthaleiie  Series  Ten 
Times  More  Efficient  Than  Carbolic  Acid ;  and  that  cartons,  enclosing  the  bottles, 
b^<re  the  statement,  "Ziratoi  *  *  *  a  Powerful  Antiseptic  and  Germicide  of 
the  Naphthalene  Series.  *  *  *  Ten  times  more  Powerful  Than  Carbolic  acid"; 
and  that  certain  pamphlet-s  or  folders,  inclosed  in  the  cartons  Y,4th  the  bottles,  bore 
the  statement,  "Ziiatol  *  *  ^"  An  Ideal  Antiseptic  and  Germicide  *  *  * 
Ten  Times  More  Efficient  Than  Carbolic  Acid  " ;  and  that  certain  pamphlets  or  fold- 
el's,  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles,  bore  the  statement,  "Ziratoi  *  *  * 
An  ideal  antiseptic  and  germicide  Ten  times  stronger  *  *  *  than  carbolic  acid," 
which  statements  represented  that  the  article  was  ten  times  more  efficient,  ten  times 
more  powerfid,  and  ten  times  stronger,  as  a  germicide,  than  carbolic  acid;  whereas 
the  article  was  not  ten  time?  more  efficient,  was  not  ten  times  more  powerfid,  and 
was  not  ten  times  stronger,  as  a  germicide,  than  carbolic  acid;  and  in  this,  that  cer- 
tain pamphlets  or  folders,  enclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles,  bore  the  state- 
ments, "Compared  with  the  bactericidal  action  of  Carbolic  Acid  by  the  method  of 
the  Hygenic  Laboratory  of  the  Marine  Hospital  Service,  Ziratoi  has  the  Carbolic  Acid 
Coefficient  of  more  than  Ten,  that  is,  Ziratoi  is  Ten  Times  stronger  than  Carbolic 
Acid";  and  that  certain  pamphlet-s  or  folders,  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles, 
l3ore  the  statements,  "Compared  with  the  bactericidal  action  of  Carbolic  A(id  by 
the  metliod  of  the  Hygienic  Laboratory  of  the  Marine  Haspit-ai  Service,  Ziratoi  has 
the  Carbolic  Acid  Coefficient  of  more  than  Ten,  that  is,  Ziratoi  is  Ten  Times  more 
efficient  than  T'arbolic  Acid,"  which  statements  rcpresenU-d  tliat  the  article  had  a 
carbolic  coeliicient  of  move  than  10,  and  that  the  article  was  ten  times  ."Stronger  and 
ten  times  more  efficient  in  bactericidal  ac  tion  than  carl)olic  ac  id;  wherea.'*  the  article 
had  a  carbolic  acid  coefficient  of  much  lews  than  10,  and  t  he  artic  le  w3,s  not  ten  times 
stronger.  Or  ten  times  more  efficient  in  Imctericidal  action  than  carbolic  acid;  and 
in  this,  that  certain  pamphlets  or  foldera,  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles, 
bore  the  statement,  "Comparcvl  with  the  bactericidal  action  of  carbolic  acid  by  the 
method  of  the  Hygienic  Laboratory  of  the  Marine  Iloepiral  Service,  Ziratoi  has  the 
Carbolic  Acid  Coefficient  of  \3,  that  is.  Ziratoi  is  thirteen  times  stronger  than  Carbolic 
Acid."  which  statement  represented  that  the  article  had  a  carbolic  acid  coefficient 
of  and  that  the  article  was  thirtcH^n  times  stmnger  in  bar-tericidal  ac  tion  tJiaa 
carbolic  acid;  whereiis  the  article  had  a  carbolic  coeflicieut  much  ieea  than  i;>,  and 
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the  article  was  not  thirteen  times  stronger  in  bactericidal  action  than  carbolic  acid ; 
and  in  this,  that  certain  pamphlets  or  folders,  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles, 
bore  the  statement,  "  Bearing  in  mind  the  fact  that  Ziratol  is  ten  times  more  Efficient 
in  its  bactericidal  power  than  Carbolic  acid,  it  will  be  readily  understood  that  one 
per  cent,  solutions  of  Ziratol  are  amply  sufficient  for  practically  all  purposes,  because 
even- in  that  dilution  it  is  stronger  than  a  ten  per  cent,  solution  of  Carbolic  Acid", 
which  statement  represented  that  the  article  was  ten  times  more  efficient  in  bacteri- 
cidal power  than  carbolic  acid,  and  that  a  1  per  cent  solution  of  the  article  was  stronger 
than  a  10  per  cent  solution  of  carbolic  acid,  whereas  the  article  was  not  ten  times  more 
efficient  in  bactericidal  power  than  carbolic  acid,  and  a  1  per  cent  solution  of  the 
article  was  not  stronger  than  a  10  per  cent  solution  of  carbolic  acid;  and  in  this,  that 
certain  pamphlets  or  folders,  enclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles,  bore  th'e  state- 
ment, "Bearing  in  mind  the  fact  that  Ziratol  is  thirteen  times  More  Efficient  in  its 
bactericidal  power  than  Carbolic  acid,  it  will  be  readily  understood  that  1  per  cent 
solutions  of  Ziratol  are  amply  sufficient  for  practically  all  purposes,  because  even  in 
that  dilution  it  is  stronger  than  a  10  per  cent  solution  of  Carbolic  acid  ",  v/hich  state- 
ment represented  that  the  article  was  thirteen  times  more  efficient  in  bactericidal 
power  than  carbolic  acid,  and  that  a  1  per  cent  solution  of  the  article  would  be  stronger 
than  a  ten  per  cent  solution  of  carbolic  acid;  whereas  the  article  was  not  thirteen 
times  more  efficient  in  bactericidal  power  than  carbolic  acid,  and  a  1  per  cent  solu- 
tion of  the  article  was  not  stronger  than  a  10  per  cent  solution  of  carbolic  acid;  and 
in  this,  that  certain  pamphlets  or  folders,  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the  bottles, 
bore  statements  wliich  represented  that  the  article  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  13.60, 
and  that  the  article  was  more  than  ten  times  as  efficient  in  germicidal  power  than 
pure  carbolic  acid,  whereas  the  article  had  a  phenol  coefficient  much  less  than  13.68j 
and  the  article  was  not  ten  times  more  efficient  in  germicidal  power  than  carbolic 
acid;  and  in  this,  that  certain  pamphlets  or  folders,  inclosed  in  the  cartons  with  the 
bottles,  bore  the  statement,  "Ziratol  in  dilution  of  1  :  1500  kills  the  Typhoid  Bacillus 
in  2^  minutes,  thus  proving  that  it  is  strongly  active  in  very  weak  solutions  ";  which 
statement  represented  that  the  article  in  a  dilution  of  1  part  thereof  to  1,500  parts  of 
water  would  kill  the  t^/phoid  bacillus  in  two  and  one-half  minutes,  whereas  the  article 
in  a  dilution  of  1  part  thereof  to  1,500  parts  of  water  would  not  kill  the  typhoid 
bacillus  in  tvv^o  and  one-half  minutes. 

On  June  5,  1916,  claimants  of  the  goods  having  appeared  and  filed  an  answer  to 
libel  and  having  consented  to  a  decree,  judgment  of  condemnation  and  forfeiture 
was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the  court  that  the  goods  should  be  released  upon 
execution  of  a  bond,  in  conformity  with  section  10  of  the  act. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agrindiure. 

AVashington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

257.  Adulteration  and  uiisbraiiding  of  *'Grass«iii  Slordeam  ?*iixtiire  Powdered."  U.  S,  v,  Tii« 
Grasseili  Ciiemical  Coinpaiiy.  Flea  o?  guiiiiy.  Fine,  ^25.  (I.  &  F.  No.  343.  Dom.  No. 
3482.) 

On  Decem^ber  28,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jersey, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  Grasseili  Chemical  Co.,  a 
corporation,  Grasseili,  N.  J.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  February  24, 
1914,  fi'om  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  Missouri,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article, 
designated  "Grasseili  Bordeaux  Mixture  Powdered,"  which  was  adulterated  and  mis- 
branded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained 
in  10  kegs,  each  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  "Manufactured  by  The  Grasseili  Chemical 
Co.,  Cleveland,  New  York,  Chicago.  Grasseili  Trade  Mark  5  lbs.  Grasseili  Bordeaux 
Mixture  Powdered  Analysis  Active  Ingredient,  Copper-  12%,  Inert  Ingredients 
88%  .    Copper  Expressed  as  Copper  Oxid  15%    *  * 
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Adiilteralion  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide, 
and  the  strength  and  purity  thereof  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality 
under  which  it  was  sold:  in  this,  that  the  words,  "Bordeaux  Mixtiu-e  Powdered", 
professed  that  the  article  was  Bordeaux  mixture,  and  that  the  statement,  '"Analysis 
Active  Ingredient,  Copper  12  % ,  Inert  Ingi-edients  88  % .  Copper  Expressed  as  Copper 
Gxid  Ibfo  ",  professed  that  the  article  contained  copper  in  the  proportion  of  12  per 
cent  thereof,  and  copper  expressed  as  copper  oxid  in  the  proportion  of  15  per  cent 
thereof,  whereas  the  article  was  not  Bordeaux  mixture  but  was  a  mixture  of  Bordeaux 
mixture  and  lead  arsenate,  and  the  article  contained  copper  in  a  proportion  lesfe 
than  12  per  cent,  and  contained  copper  expressed  as  copper  oxid  in  a  proportion 
less  than  15  per  cent.  Adulteration  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  article  was  a 
fungicide,  and  that  the  statement,  "Bordeaux  jMixture  Powdered",  piu'ported 
that  the  article  was  Bordeaux  mixture,  whereas  a  substance  other  than  Bordeaux 
mixture,  to  wit,  lead  arsenate,  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  the  article.  Mis- 
branding of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  (1)  and  the  labels  bore 
statements  regarding  the  article  and  the  ingi'edients  therein  which  were  false  and 
misleading,  (2)  and  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser:  in  this,  that  the  statement,  "Bordeaux  ^klixture  Powdered",  repre- 
sented that  the  article  was  Bordeaux  mixture,  w^hereas  it  was  not  Bordeaux  mixture, 
but  was  a  mixture  of  Bordeaux  mixture  and  lead  arsenate;  and  in  this,  that  the  state- 
ment, "Active  Ingi'edient,  Copper  12  % ,  Inert  Ingredients  88  % .  Copper  Expressed  as 
Copper  Oxid  15%",  represented  that  the  article  contained  copper  in  the  proportion  of 
12  per  cent  thereof,  and  copper  in  the  proportion  of  15  per  cent  thereof  expressed  as 
copper  oxid,  whereas  the  article  contained  copper  in  a  proportion  less  than  12  per  cent 
thereof,  and  copper  in  a  proportion  less  than  12  per  cent  thereof  expressed  as  copper 
oxid;  and  in  tiiis,  that  the  statement;  "5  lbs.",  represented  that  each  of  the  packages 
contained  5  pounds  of  the  article,  whereas  each  of  the  packages  contained  less  than 
'5  pounds  thereof.  ^lisbranding  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  article  was  a  fungicide, 
and  was  in  package  form,  and  the  contents  were  stated  in  terms  of  weighf,  but  they 
were  not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  the  outside  of  the  package  in  this,  that  the 
statement,  "5  lbs.",  borne  on  each  of  the  labels  on  each  of  the  packages,  operated  to 
state  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  packages  were  5  pounds  of  the  article,  whereas 
the  contents  of  each  of  the  packages  were  less  than  5  pounds  of  the  article.  Misbrand- 
ing was  alleged  further  in  that  the  article  was  a  fungicide,  and  that  it  contained  arsenic 
in  a  combination  thereof,  and  the  total  amount  of  arsenic  so  present  in  the  article  was 
not  stated  (expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic),  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of 
the  labels.  Misbranding  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  article  consisted  partially  of 
inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  copper  and  lead  arsenate,  which  inert 
ingi-edients  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  names 
and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  inert  ingredients  were  not 
plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name  and 
the  percentage  amount  of  eacli  and  every  one  of  the  inert  ingredients,  were  the  correct 
names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  liaving  insecticidal  and 
fungicidal  })roperti(\s,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients  stated  plainly 
on  each  or  any  of  the  labels. 

On  January  17,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  not  guilty  to  the  information. 
On  February  28,  1916,  the  plea  of  not  guilty  was  withdrawn  and  a  i>lea  of  guilty 
entered,  and  the  court  imposed  a  line  of  $25. 

Cakl  Vhooman,  Attiiig  Secretary  of  AgrkuUure. 

Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 
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258.  M:isbra,n<iinpc  of  "Aphine."  Uo  S.  v.  ApMne  Manufacturing  Company.   Plea  of  guilty. 
Fine, $35.   (I.  &  F.  No.  304.    Dcm.  No.  7560.) 

On  May  24,  1915,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jersey,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  Aphine  Manufacturing  Co.,  a  cor- 
poration, Madison,  N.  J.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  October  26, 
1912,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  Louisiana,  of  a  quantity  of  an 
article  designated  ''Aphine",  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  12  cans,  each  labeled  in  part  as 
follows:  "Aphine  The  insecticide  that  kills  plant  lice  of  every  species.  One  Pint, 
Price  65  cents.  Manufactured  by  Aphine  Manufacturing  Co.  Madison,  N.  J.  Shake 
well  before  using  Aphine  is  effective  against  all  plant  sucking  insects  infesting 
flowers,  foliage,  fruits  and  vegetables.  Guaranteed  by  Aphine  Manufacturing  Co. 
under  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  Serial  No.  288.  Directions  *  *  *  To  kill 
Thrips,  Red  Spider,  Slugs  or  Ants,  1  part  Aphine  to  20  to  25  parts  water.  To  kill 
Mealy  Bug,  Wliite  and  Brown  Scale,  1  part  Aphine  to  12  to  15  parts  water.  Wlien 
applying  use  a  fine  spray  or  atomizer  and  apply  with  force  if  possible.  Care  should 
be  used  to  reach  the  stems  and  under  leaf.  When  dipping,  keep  plants  in  motion 
while  applying.  When  washing  plants  apply  with  a  soft  sponge.  Aphine  is  a  contact 
remedy  and  to  be  effective  it  must  touch  the  insects.    *  * 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide, (1)  and  the  labels  of  the  cans  containing  the  article  bore  statements  regarding 
the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  ^2)  and  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  in  this,  that  the  statement,  "The  insecticide  that 
kills  plant  lice  of  ©very  species,"  represented  that  the  article  Would  be  practicable 
and  adapted  for  killing  all  species  of  plant  lice,  whereas  it  "would  not  be  practicable 
and  adapted  for  kilUng  all  species  of  plant  lice;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement, 
"Aphine  is  effective  against  all  plant  sucking  insects  infesting  flowers,  foliage,  fruits 
and  vegetables,"  represented  that  the  article  would  be  effective  against  all  plant 
sucking  insects  that  infest  flowers,  foliage,  fruits  and  vegetables,  whereas  it  would 
not  be  effective  against  all  plant  sucking  insects  that  infest  flowers,  foliage,  fruits  and 
vegetables;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  "To  Idll  Thrips,  Red  Spider,  Slugs  or 
Ants,  1  part  Aphine  to  20  to  25  parts  water.  *   When  applying  use  a  fine 

spray  or  atomizer  and  apply  with  force  if  possible.  Care  should  be  exercised  to 
reach  the  stems  and  under  leaf.  When  dipping,  keep  plants  in  motion  \vhile  applying. 
When  washing  plants  apply  with  a  soft  sponge.  Aphine  is  a  contact  remedy  and  to 
be  effective  it  must  touch  the  insects,"  represented  that  the  article  would  be  effective 
against  red  spider  and  ants  if  used  and  applied  in  the  said  proportions  and  strengths 
and  in  the  said  method  and  manner,  whereas  it  would  not  be  effective  against  red 
spider  and  ants  when  used  and  applied  in  the  said  proportions  and  strengths  and  in 
the  said  method  and  manner;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  "To  kill  Mealy  Bug, 
W^ite  and  Brown  Scale,  1  part  Aphine  to  12  to  15  parts  water.  VvTi-en  applying  use 
a  fine  spray  or  atomizer  and  apply  with  force  if  possible.  Care  should  be  exercised 
to  reach  the  stems  and  under  leaf.  AVhen  dipping,  keep  plants  iii,  motion  while  ap- 
plying. 'When  washing  plants  apply  with  a  soft  sponge.  Aphine  is  a  contact  remedy 
and  to  be  effective  it  must  touch  the  insects,"  represented  that  the  article  would  be 
effective  against  mealy  bug  if  used  and  applied  in  the  said  proportions  and  strengths 
and  in  the  said  method  and  manner,  whereas  it  would  not  be  effective  against  mealy 
bug  when  used  and  applied  in  the  said  proportions  and  strengths  and  in  the  said 
method  and  manner. 

On  June  28,  1915,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  not  guilty  to  the  information. 
On  February  29,  1916,  the  plea  of  not  guilty  was  withdrawn  and  a  plea  of  guilty 
entered,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  |25. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Sea^etary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  3Iay  1,  1917. 
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357.  Adulterating  and  misbranding  of  «*ScaIine."  V.  S.  v.  Aphlne  Manufacturing  Comnany. 
Plea  of  guilty.   Fine,S100.   (I.  &  F.  No.  300.    Dom.  Nos.  5204,  7355,  8>W\  83-50.) 

On  November  19,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Xew  Jersey, 
aeting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information,  in  four  counts,  against  the  Aphine 
?*Ianufacturing  Co.,  a  corporation,  Madison,  N.  J.,  alleging  the  shiprftent  by  said 
defendant,  of  quantities  of  an  article  designated  "Scaline,"  contained  in  cans,  which 
was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910, 
as  follows:  On  December  16,  1912,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  New 
York,  6  cans;  on  January  1,  1913,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania,  12  cans;  on  September  30,  1913,  from  the  State  of  New  Jei-sey  into  the 
State  of  Ohio,  6  cans;  and  on  Februray  18^  1914,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into 
the  District  of  Columbia,  6  cans. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  in  each  of  the  four  skipments  was  alleged  in  the  infor- 
mation in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead 
arsenate,  and  the  statement,  borne  on  each  of  the  labels,  ''Scaline  consists  of  75  per 
cent  petroleum,  5  per  cent  sulphur,"  professed  that  the  article  vras  of  the  standard 
and  quality  of  strength  and  purity  of  containing  sulphur  in  the  proportion  of  5  j>er 
cent  thereof  and  petroleum  in  the  pro}X)rtion  of  75  per  cent  thereof,  said  sulphur  and 
said  petroleum  being  substances  having  insecticidai  i>roperties,  whereas  the  strength 
and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  said  professed  standard  and  quality,  in  that  the 
article  contained  sulphur  in  a  proportion  less  than  5  per  cent  thereof,  and  petroleum 
in  a  proportion  less  than  75  jTer  cent  thereof. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  each  of  the  four  shipments  was  alleged  in  the  informa- 
tion in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  (1)  and  each  of  the  labels  bore  a  state- 
ment regarding  the  article  and  the  ingredients  therein  which  was  false  and  misleading, 
(2)  and  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  pur- 
chaser: in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  each  of  the  labels,  "Scaline  consists  of 
75  per  cent  petroleum,  5  per  cent  sulphur,"  represented  that  the  article  contained 
petroleum  in  the  proportion  of  75  per  cent  thereof,  and  sulphur  in  the  proportion  of 
5  per  cent  thereof,  whereas  the  article  contained  sulphur  in  a  proportion  less  than 
5  i)er  cent  thereof,  and  petroleum  in  a  proportion  less  than  75  per  cent  thereof. 

Misljranding  of  the  article  shipped  on  December  IG,  1912,  was  alleged  further  in 
that  it  was  an  inserticide  and  fungicide,  (1)  and  the  labels  bom  statements  i*egarding 
the  article  and  the  ingredients  and  substances  contained  therein  which  were  false 
and  misleading,  (2)  and  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  decei\'e  and 
mislead  the  purchaser:  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  each  of  the  labels,  "For  San 
Jose  scale,  cottony  maple  scale,  oyster  shell  scale  and  all  sap  sucking  insects.  In 
dormant  season  use  one  part  Scaline  to  twenty  parts  water  (If  trees  or  plants  are  badly 
affected  a  slightly  stronger  solution  is  recommended).  In  the  growing  season  use  one 
part  Scaline  to  forty  or  fifty  parts  water,"  represented  that  the  article  would  be  et^ec- 
tive  against  oyster-shell  scale  and  all  sap  sucking  insects  when  applied  to  infested 
trees  or  plants  in  the  dormant  and  growing  seasons  in  the  pro}>oi1ions  directed, 
whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  oyster-shell  scale  or  all  sap  suck- 
ing insects  when  applied  to  infested  trees  or  plants  in  the  pro}x>rtions  and  in  the 
seasons  as  directed;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  each  of  the  labels, 
"Scaline  is  recommended  for  trees,  shrubs  and  hardy  plant.-*.  The  sulphur  contained 
therein  will  act  as  a  preventive  for  various  blights  to  whi(  h  hardy  stock  is  sub- 
ject," represented  that  the  sulphur  contained  in  the  article  would  prevent  all  blights 
to  which  hardy  plants  are  subject,  whereas  the  sulphur  contained  in  the  article  would 
not  prevent  all  blightx«?  to  which  hardy  plants  are  subject. 

^^isbrandiug  of  the  article  in  the  three  shipmput??  of  January  1.  1913,  September  30, 
1913.  and  February  IS,  1914,  respectively,  wa?  alleged  further  in  tl\at  it  was  an  iiwecti- 
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cise-  and  fungicide,  (1)  and  the  labels  bore  statements  regarding  tlie  article  and  the 
ingredients  and  substances  contained  therein  which  were  false  and  misleading,  (2) 
and  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser: 
in  this,,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  each  of  the  labels,  "For  San  Jose  scale,  cot- 
tony maple  scale,  oyster  shell  scale  and  all  sap  sucking  insects.  In  dormant  season, 
for  scale,  use  one  part  Scaline  to  twenty  parts  water.  (If  trees  or  plants  are  badly 
affected,  a  slightly  stronger  solution  is  recommended.  In  the  growing  sea,son,  for 
aphis,  red  spider  and  thrips,  use  one  part  Scaline  to  forty  to  fifty  parts  water,"  rep- 
resented that  the  article  would  be  effective  against  oyster-shell  scale,  against  all 
sap-sucking  insects,  and  against  thrips  when  applied  to  infested  trees  or  plants  in 
the  dormant  and  growing  seasons  in  the  proportions  directed,  whereas  the  article 
would  not  be  effective  against  oyster-shell  scale,  or  all  sap-sucking  insects,  or 
thrips,  Yihen  applied  to  infested  trees  or  plants  in  the  proportions  and  in  the  sea- 
sons as  directed;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  each  of  the  labels,  "Sea- 
line  is  recommended  as  an  out-door  spray  for  trees,  shrubs  and  hardy  plants.  The 
sulphur  contained  therein  will  act  as  a  preventive  for  various  blights  to  which  hardy 
plants  are  subject,"  represented  that  the  sulphur  contained  in  the  article  would 
prevent  all  biig-hts  to  which  hardy  plants  are  subject,  whereas  the  sulphur  contained 
in  the  article  would  not  prevent  all  blights  to  which  hardy  plants  are  subject. 
.  Misbranding  of  the  article  in  each  of  the  four  shipments  was  alleged  further  in  that 
it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and 
that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  does  not  prevent, 
..destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount 
of  the  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the 
labels  of  the  packages,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  inert 
ingredient,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient 
of  the  article  having  insecticidal  and  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  ingredient,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels. 

On  December  13,  1915,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  not  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion; on  Februaiy  29,  1916,  the  plea  of  not  guilty  was  withdrawn  and  a  plea  of 
guilty  entered,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100. 

Carl  VRaoaiAN,  Acting  Secretary  of  AyricuUure. 

AVashington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

2G0.  Adulteration  and.  misbranding  of  "^Ferris  Cedarol  No.  l.**  U.  S.  v.  Ferris  ClieiEiical 
Company.  Plea  off  guilty.  Fi2ie,S23.  (I.  &  F.  No.  S-ll.   Dom.  No.  8342.) 

On  December  28,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jersey, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretry  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  Ferris  Chemical  Co.,  a 
corporation,  Upper  Black  Eddy,  Pa.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  oa 
September  4,  1913,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  ]\Iichigan,  of  a 
quantity  of  an  article  designated  "Ferris  Cedarol  No.  1",  which  was  adulterated  and 
misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was 
contained  in  five  packages,  each  labeled  as  follows:  "Ferris  Cedarol  No.  1  A  new 
product  of  Red  Cedar  and  Coal  Tar.  The  greatest  known  Insecticide  Germicide  and 
Disinfectant.  Directions  use  an  atomizer  for  furs  and  fine  garments.  A  small  oil 
can  for  bugs,  roaches  etc  will  not  soil  the  finest  fabric  No  Poison.  Ferns  Chemical 
Co.  Trenton,  N.  J.    Price  50  cents." 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  its  strength  and 
purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  this, 
that  the  statement,  "Ferris  Cedarol  No.  1  A  new  product  of  Red  Cedar  and  Coal 
Tar,"  borne  on  the  labels,  professed  that  the  article  was  of  the  standard  and  quality 
of  being  composed  wholly,  or  in  a  large,  important,  and  essential  proportion,  of  cedar 
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oil  or  other  Biibstances  derived  and  obtained  from  red  cedar,  and  oi  substances  do- 
rived  and  obtained  from  coal  tar,  whereas  the  article  was  composed  essentially  and 
for  the  most  part  of  a  substance,  to  wit,  light  petroleum,  other  than  cedar  oil,  and 
other  than  a  substance  derived  and  obtained  from  red  cedar  or  from  coal  tar,  and 
contained  only  a  small  and  unimportant  proportion  of  an  oil  of  the  nature  of  cedar 
oil  and  only  a  small  and  unimportant  proportion  of  a  substance,  to  wit,  nitrobenzene, 
derived  and  obtained  from  coal  tar.  Adulteration  was  alleged  further  in  that  the 
article  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates, 
and  that  a  substance  or  substances  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  the  article,  in 
this,  that  the  statement,  ''Ferris  Cedarol  No.  1  A  new  product  of  Red  Cedar  and 
Goal  Tar,"  borne  on  the  labels,  purported  and  professed  that  the  article  was  com- 
posed wholly,  or  in  a  large,  important,  and  essential  proportion,  of  cedar  oil  or  other 
substance  or  substances  derived  and  obtained  from  red  cedar,  and  of  a  substance  or 
substances  derived  from  coal  tar,  whereas  the  article  was  composed  and  consisted 
essentially,  mainly,  and  for  the  most  part  of  a  substance,  to  vnt,  light  petroleum,  other 
than  cedar  oil,  and  other  than  a  substance  derived  and  obtained  from  coal  tar,  and 
the  article  contained  only  a  small  and  unimportant  proportion  of  an  oil  of  the  nature 
of  cedar  oil,  and  only  a  small  and  unimportant  proportion  of  a  substance  or  sub- 
otances,  to  wit,  nitrobenzene,  derived  and  obtained  from  coal  tar,  and  the  substance, 
light  petroleum,  was  substituted  in  part  for  cedar  oil  or  other  substance  or  sub- 
stances derived  and  obtained  from  red  cedar,  and  for  a  substance  or  substances 
derived  and  obtained  from  coal  tar. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide, 
(1)  and  the  labels  of  the  packages  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  w^hich  were 
false  and  misleading,  (2)  and  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser:  in  tliis,  that  the  statement,  ''Ferris  Cedarol  No.  1  A  new 
product  of  Red  Cedar  and  Coal  Tar,"  represented  that  the  article  was  composed  and 
consisted  wholly,  or  in  a  large,  important  and  essential  proportion,  of  cedar  oil  or  other 
products  or  substances  derived  and  obtained  from  red  cedar,  and  of  a  substance  or 
substances  derived  and  obtained  from  coal  tar,  whereas  the  article  was  composed  and- 
consisted  essentially  and  for  the  most  part,  of  a  substance  or  substances,  to  wit,  light 
petroleum,  other  than  cedar  oil  and  other  than  a  substance  derived  and  obtained  from 
red  cedar  or  from  coal  tar,  and  contained  only  a  small  and  unimportant  proportion  of 
an  oil  of  the  nature  of  cedar  oil,  and  only  a  small  and  unimportant  proportion  of  a 
substance,  to  wit,  nitrobenzene,  derived  and  obtained  from  coal  tai-;  and  in  this,  that 
the  statement,  "The  gi-eatest  known  Insecticide  Germicide  and  Disinfectant," 
represented  that  the  article  was  the  best  and  most  effective  insecticide  known,  and 
that  the  article  was  an  excellent  and  effective  gennicide  and  disinfectant,  whereas 
the  article  was  not  the  best  and  most  effective  insecticide  known,  and  was  not  a  good 
or  effective  germicide  and  disinfectant;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  small  oil 
can  for  bugs  roaches  etc  will  not  soil  the  finest  fabric,"  represented  that  the  article 
would  be  effective  against  all  bugs  and  all  insects,  whereas  the  article  would  not  be 
effective  against  all  bugs  and  all  insects;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement  "No  Poison, " 
represented  that  the  article  did  not  contain  an  ingredient  which  was  poisonous,  and 
that  the  article  was  not  poisonous,  whereas  the  article  contained  an  ingi'edient,  to  wit, 
nitrobenzene,  which  was  jjoisonous,  and  ])y  reason  of  containing  tlie  said  ingredient 
the  article  was  poisonous. 

On  April  4,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  pUa  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and  the 
court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

Carl  Vroomax,  Actln/j  Sccrdarij  of  Agriculiurc. 
Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  l'J17. 
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261.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  Vreeland's  Electro  Bordo-Pulp."  U.  S.  v.  The  Vree- 
land  Cliemical  Company.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,S35.  (I.  &  F.  No.  325.  Dom.  Nos.  1457, 
1450.) 

On  March  2,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jersey,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed,  in  the  District  Court  of  the  D  nited 
States  for  said  district,  an  information,  in  two  counts,  against  the  Vreeland  Chemical 
Co.,  a.  corporation,  Little  Falls,  N.  J.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on 
April  8,  1914,  and  on  June  28,  1913,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of 
Maryland,  of  quantities  of  an  article  designated  "Electro  Bordo-Pulp, "  which  were 
adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 
The  article  shipped  on  June  28,  1913,  was  contained  in  a  keg,  and  that  shipped  on 
April  8, 1914,  was  contained  in  15  packages,  the  article  in  each  shipment  being  labeled 
in  part  as  follows:  ''Vreeland's  'Electro'  Bordo-Pulp  For  Fungi  Diseases — Wilt,  Mil- 
dew. *  *  Active  Ingredient  Copper,  5.58  to  6.25%  Inert  Ingredients,  93.75  to 
94.42%  Manufactured  by  The  Vreeland  Chemical  Co.  50  Church  Street,  New  York. 
Factory,  Little  Falls,  New  Jersey.  Directions  Potato  Vines  Tomato  Plants  Egg  Plants 
Grape  Vines  Use  8  to  10  lbs.  in  50  gallons  of  Water.  Apple  Melons  Cucumbers  Lima 
Beans  Peppers   Use  6  to  8  lbs.  in  50  gallons  of  Water.    *   *  *" 

Adulteration  of  the  article  in  the  shipment  of  June  28,  1913,  was  alleged  in  the 
information  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and  that  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the 
professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  this,  that  the  statement, 
"Active  Ingredient  Copper,  5.58  to  6.25%  Inert  Ingredients,  93.75  to  94.42%,"  borne 
on  the  labels  of  the  keg  containing  the  article,  professed  that  the  article  contained 
copper  in  the  proportion  of  5^^  to  6xVo  P®^  cent  thereof,  and  inert  ingredients  in  the 
proportion  of  93xVo  to  per  cent  thereof,  whereas  the  article  contained  copper  in 

a  proportion  less  than  5^^^^  per  cent,  and  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than 
94yVo^  per  cent  thereof,  said  copper  being  a  substance  having  insecticidal  properties, 
'  and  said  inert  ingredients  being  substances  v/hicli  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  fungi.  Misbranding  of  the  article  in  the  shipment  of  June  28,  1913,  was 
alleged  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and  the  statement  borne  on  the  package  containing 
the  article,  "Active  Ingredient  Copper,  5.58  to  6.25%  Inert  Ingredients,  93.75  to 
94.42%,"  was  false  and  misleading  in  that  it  conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression, 
and  was  calculated  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the  belief,  that  the 
article  contained  copper  in  the  proportion  of  5y^^  to  6y2^%  per  cent  thereof,  and  inert 
.  ingredients  in  the  proportion  of  dS^-^^  to  94-^^  per  cent  thereof,  whereas  the  article 
contained  copper  in  a  proportion  less  than  per  cent  thereof,  and  contained  inert 
ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  94^^^  per  cent  thereof. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  both  sliipments  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide, 
(1)  and  the  labels  of  the  packages  bore  statements  regai'ding  the  article  v/hich  were 
false  and  misleading,  (2)  and  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser  in  this,  that  the  statement,  "For  Fungi  Diseases — Wilt,  Mil- 
dew," represented  that  the  article  would  prevent,  control,  and  exterminate  all  fungus 
diseases,  all  kinds  and  species  of  vdlts,  and  all  kinds  and  species  of  mildews,  whereas 
it  would  not  prevent,  control,  and  exterminate  all  fungus  diseases,  all  kinds  and 
species  of  wilts,  and  all  kinds  and  species  of  mildews;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements, 
* '  For  Fungi  Diseases — Wilt,  Mildew, ' '  and  ' '  Potato  Vines  Tomato  Plants  Egg  Plants 
Grape  Vines  Use  8  to  10  lbs.  in  50  Gallons  of  Vv'ater.  Apples  Melons  Cucumbers 
Lima  Beans  Peppers  Use  6  to  8  lbs.  in  50  Gallons  of  Water,"  represented  that  the 
article  would  prevent,  control,  and  exterminate  all  fungus  diseases,  all  kinds  and 
species  of  wilts,  and  all  kinds  and  species  of  mildews  which  attack  or  affect  potato 
vines,  tomato  plants,  egg  plants,  grape  vines,  apples,  melons,  cucumbers,  Lima  beans, 
and  peppers,  when  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportions  directed,  v/hereas  the 
article  would  not  prevent,  control,  and  exterminate  all  fungus  diseases,  all  kinds  and 
spifecies  of  wilts  and  mildews  which  attack  or  affect  potato  vines,  tomato  plants,  egg 
plants,  grape  vines,  apples,  melons,  cucumbers,  Lima  beans,  and  peppers,  when 
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af>pUe<l  in  the  said  strength  and  proportions  directed;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement, 
"Apples  Melons  Cucumbers  Lima  Beans  Peppers  Use  6  to  8  lbs.  in  50  Gallons  of 
Water,"  represented  that  the  article  could  be  safely  and  without  injurious  effects 
used  on,  and  applied  to,  apple  trees  at  any  time  of  the  year,  in  the  strength  and  pro- 
porticms  directed,  whereas  the  article,  used  on,  or  applied  to,  apple  trees  in  the  late 
spring  and  early  summer,  in  the  strength  and  prox>ortion  directed,  would  cause  sei*iou8 
russeting  of  the  fruit  of  such  apple  trees,  thereby  causing  the  value  of  the  crop  to  }ye 
lowered,  reduced,  and  depreciated. 

On  xVpril  4,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and  ihe 
court  imposed  a  fine  of  §25. 

Carl  Yroomax,  Acting  Secretary  of  AgricuUuix. 
Washington,  D.  0.,  May  1,  1917. 

262.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Bordeth."   U.  S.  v.  Tlie  Kil-Tone  Company.  Plea 
of  guilty.   Fine.  SIO.   (I.  6c  F.  No.  376.    Dom.  No.  8640.) 

On  May  10,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Xew  Jersey,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the  Ignited 
States  for  said  district  an  information  against  The  Kil-Tone  Co.,  a  corporation,  New- 
ark, N.  J.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  May  26,  1914,  from  the  State 
of  Xew  Jei-sey  into  the  State  of  Kentucky,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  designed  and 
intended  to  be  used  as  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  designated,  "Bordeth,"  which 
was  adulterated  and  misbranded  mthin  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 
The  ai'ticle  was  contained  in  22  drums,  each  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  "Bordeth 
*  *  Guaranteed  analysis:  The  contents  of  this  package  contains  at  least  20  per 
cent  arsenic  oxide  and  copper,  equivalent  to  at  least  15  per  cent  capper  hydrate. 
Guaranteed  under  the  Pure  Food  and  Drug  Act  by  The  Kil-Tone  Co.,  Newark, 
N.J.    -   *  *" 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  its  strength  and 
purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold  in  this, 
that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels,  ''Guaranteed  analysis:  The  contents  of  this 
package  contains  at  least  20  per  cent  arsenic  oxide,"  professed  that  the  ai'ticle  con- 
tained arsenic  oxide  in  a  proportion  not  less  than  20  per  cent  thereof,  whereas  the 
article  contained  ai-senic  oxide  in  a  proportion  much  less  than  20  per  cent  thereof, 
said  arsenic  oxide  being  a  substance  having  insecticidal  properties.  Misbranding  of 
the  article  was  alleged  (l;  in  that  the  labels  of  the  drums  bore  a  statement  regarding 
the  article  and  an  ingredient  therein  which  was  false  and  misleading,  (2)  and  in  that 
the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in 
this,  that  the  statement  on  the  labels,  '  Guaranteed  analysis:  The  contents  of  this 
package  contains  at  least  20  per  cent  arsenic  oxide,"  represented  that  the  article  con- 
tained ai'senic  oxide  in  a  proportion  of  at  least  20  per  cent  therer»f,  whereas  the  article 
contained  arsenic  oxide  in  a  proportion  much  less  than  20  per  cent  thereof,  ^[is- 
branding  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  article  contained  arsenic  in  a  combinatitiu 
thereof,  and  the  total  amount  of  arsenic  so  present  was  not  stated  (ejcpressed  as  per 
centum  of  metallic  arsenic)  on  each  or  any  of  the  hibels  on  the  packages.  Misbrand- 
ing was  alleged  further  in  that  the  article  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances, 
to  ^vlt,  substances  other  than  copper  and  calcium  arsenate,  which  inert  ingredients 
do  not  prevent,  deHtroy,  rejx?!,  or  mitigate  iniie<  ts  or  fungi,  and  the  names  and  the 
percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  «aid  inert  ingixMiionts  were  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  the 
percentage  amounts  of  the  inert  ingredients,  were  the  names  and  the  j^eirentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  and  fungi- 
cidal properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  inert  ingredients  present,  stated  plainly 
and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  lal>els. 

On  May  29,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and 
the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

Cari.  \'rooman  Acting  Secretary  of  AfjrieuUure. 
Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 
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263.  Adulteration  and  mislbranding  of  "Kiltone."   U,  S.  v.  Tlie  Ki!«Tonc  Company,   Plea  of 
guilty.   Fine,  810.   (T.  &  F.  No.  358.    Dom.  No.  852.3.) 

On  May  18,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Ne^^^  Jersey,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Seoretapy  of  Agriculture,  iiled  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  said  district  an  information  against  The  Kil-Tone  Co.,  a  corporation,  New- 
ark, N.  J.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  January  2,  1914,  from  the 
State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  Florida,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  designed  and 
intended  to  be  used  as  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  designated  "Kiltone,"  which 
was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 
The  article  was  contained  in  50  kegs,  each  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  "Kil-Tone 
Kiltone  Sticks  to  foliage  A  smooth  paste  Will  not  wash  off  A  vegetable  spray 
Increases  crops  Controls  Bacteria  Kills  Chewing  Pests  Prevents  Diseases  *  *  * 
Prevents  fungus  diseases  such  as  blights,  wilts,  rots,  molds,  rusts,  mildews,  spots,  etc. 
Analysis  The  contents  of  this  package  contains  at  least  7%  of  Arsenious  Oxide,  also, 
Copper  equivalent  to  at  least  8%  Copper  Hydrate.  *  *  *  Kills  all  kinds  of  chew- 
ing insects  which  eat  foliage  or  crops.        *        The  Kil-Tone  Co.,  Nevv^ark,  N.  J." 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  its  strength  and 
purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  v/as  sold,  in  this, 
that  the  statem.ent,  borne  on  the  labels,  "Analysis  The  contents  of  this  package  con- 
tains at  least  of  Arsenious  Oxide,  also  Copper  ec[uivalent  to  at  least  Sfo  Copper 
Hydrate.",  professed  that  the  article  contained  arsenious  oxide  in  the  proportion  of 
at  least  7  per  cent,  and  copper  in  a  proportion  eqirivalent  to  at  least  8  per  cent  of 
copper  hydrate,  vvhereas  the  article  contained  arsenious  oxide  in  a  proportion  less 
than  7  per  cent,  and  copper  in  a  proportion  equivalent  to  less  than  8  per  cent  of  cop- 
per hydrate,  said  arsenious  oxide  being  a  substance  having  insecticidal  properties, 
and  said  copper  being  a  substance  having  fungicidal  properties. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  labels  of  the  kegs  bore  state- 
ments regarding  the  article  and  the  ingredients  therein  which  were  false  and  mis- 
leading, and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  label,  "Analysis  The  contents 
of  this  package  con  tains  at  least  7%  of  Arsenious  Oxide,  also  Copper  equivalent  to 
at  least  Sfo  Cupper  Hydrate,"  represented  that  the  article  contained  arsenious  oxide 
in  a  proportion  of  at  least  7  per  cent,  and  copper  in  a  proportion  equivalent  to  at 
least  8  per  cent  of  copper  hydrate,  whereas  the  article  contained  arsenious  oxide  in 
a  proportion  less  than  7  per  cent,  and  copper  in  a  proportion  equivalent  to  less  tlian 
8  per  cent  of  copper  hydrate;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne  on  the  labels, 
"Kills  Chevdng  Pests,"  and  "Kills  all  kinds  of  chewing  insects,"  represented  that 
the  article  would  kill  all  chewing  pests  and  all  kinds  of  chewing  insects  which  ailect 
and  attack  plant  lih^ ,  whereas  it  would  not  kill  all  chewing  pests  and  all  kinds  of  chew- 
ing insects  which  affect  and  attack  plant  life ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on 
the  labels,  "Prei-ents  Diseases,"  represented  that  the  article  would  preveni  all 
diseases  v/hich  affect  plant  life,  whereas  it  would  not  prevent  all  diseases  which 
afiect  plaint  life;  and  in  this,  tliat  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels,  "Prevents 
fungus  diseases  such  as  blights,  wilts,  rots,  molds,  rusts,  mildews,  spots,  etc.,"  repre- 
sented that  the  article  would  prevent  all  fungus  diseases  and  all  blights,  wilts,  rots, 
molds,  and  spots,  which  attack  and  affect  plant  life,  whereas  the  article  would  not 
prevent  all  fungus  diseases  and  all  blights,  wilts,  rots,  molds,  and  spots,  which  attack 
and  affect  plant  life;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels,  "Controls 
Bacteria,"  represented  that  the  article  would  control  all  bacteria  and  all  bacterial 
diseases  which  attack  and  affect  plant  life,  whereas  it  would  not  control  all  bacteria 
and  all  bacterial  diseases  which  attack  and  affect  plant  life;  and  in  this,  that  the 
statement,  borne  on  the  labels,  "Will  not  wash  off,"  represented  that  the  article, 
when  applied  to  plants  by  spraying,  would  not  ])e  washed  off  such  plants  by  rain  and 
dew,  whereas  the  article,  when  applied  to  plants  by  spraying,  would  be  washed  off 
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of  such  plants  by  rain  and  dew.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in 
that  it  contained  arsenic  in  combinations  thereof,  and  the  total  amount  of  the  arsenic 
BO  present  was  not  stated  (expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic)  on  each  or  any 
of  the  labels  of  the  kegs.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it 
contained  arsenic  in  combinations  thereof  and  in  water-soluble  forms,  and  the  amount 
of  said  arsenic  in  water-soluble  forms  so  present  was  not  stated  (expressed  as  per  centum 
of  m.etallic  arsenic)  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the  kegs.  Misbranding  of  the 
article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit, 
substances  other  tlian  zinc  arsenite  and  copper,  which  inert  ingredients  do  not  pre- 
vent, destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  names  and  the  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  said  inert  ingredients  were  not  plainly  and  correctly 
stated  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the  kegs,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  the  per- 
centage amounts  of  the  inert  ingredients,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts 
of  each  and  every,  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  and  fimgicidal  prop- 
erties and  the  total  percentage  of  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article  stated 
plainly  and  correctly  upon  each  or  an^''  of  the  labels. 

On  May  29,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and 
the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

Cael  Vroomax,  Acting  Secretary  of  AgrirahMrc. 
\YAsmxGT0X,  D.C,  May  1,1917. 

2C4.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "London  Purple."   U.  S.  v.  Kemlngway  and  Com- 
pany.  Fiea  oi  guilty.   Fine,S10.   (I.  <$j  F.  No.  3G5,    Dom.  No.  S602.) 

On  May  G,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jersey,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Hemingway  &  Co,,  a  corporation, 
Boundbrook,  N.  J.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  March  26,  1914,  from 
the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  Arkansas,  ©f  a  quantity  of  an  article  desig- 
nated "London  Purple,"  designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as  an  insecticide,  which 
was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 
The  article  was  contained  in  100  packages,  each  labeled  as  follows:  ''London  Purple 
Hemingway's  London  Purple  Co.  Limited  London,  England,  New  York,  L^. 
S,  A,  *  *  *  Arsenic  (As)  in  Water  Soluble  forms,  3% ;  *  *  *  Spra>'iiig. 
For  the  Potato  Bug,  Curculio,  Codling  Moth,  Canker  Worm,  Pear  Slug,  Cabbage 
Worm,  Cut  Worm,  All  Leaf  Eating  Caterpillars,  &c,  c&c,  the  following  proportions 
are  recommended.  For  Potatoes,  one  pound  'London  Purple'  to  100  gallons  water. 
For  Apple  Trees,  one  pound  'London  Purple'  to  150  gallons  of  water.  For  Pear, 
Plum  and  Cherry,  one  pound  'London  Purple"  to  200  gallons  of  water.  For  Peach, 
one  pound  'London  Purple '  to  300  gallons  of  water.  The  'London  Pm-ple '  should  be 
mixed  into  a  smooth  paste  before  adding  it  to  the  water.  Applying  the  mixture  in 
fine  spray  so  as  not  to  deluge  the  foliage,  first  adding  to  it  a  quantity  of  quick-lime 
equal  in  weight  to  the  'London  Purple '  used  to  prevent  any  possibility  of  scorching, 
which  might  occur  if  the  spra>'ing  were  done  carelessly  and  the  lima  omitted." 

Adultemtion  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insec- 
ti(  ide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  that  it  was  intended  for  use  on 
vegetation  and  it  contained  a  substance  which,  although  preventing,  destroying, 
repelling,  or  mitigating  insects,  was  injiu'ious  to  such  vegetation  when  so  used  in 
this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels,  "Spraying.  For  the  Potato  Bug, 
Curculio,  Codling  Moth,  Canker  Worm,  Pear  Slug,  Cabbage  Worm,  Cut  Worm,  All 
Leaf  Eating  Caterpillars,  etc,  &c,  the  following  proportions  are  recommended, 
*  *  *  For  Pear,  Plum  and  Cherry,  one  pound  'London  Purple'  to  200  Gallons 
water.  For  Peach ,  one  pound  '  London  Purple '  to  300  gallons  of  water.  The '  London 
Purple'  should  be  mixed  into  a  smooth  paste  before  adding  it  to  the  water.  Apply 
the  mixture  in  fine  spray  so  as  not  to  deluge  the  foliage,  first  adding  to  it  a  quantity 
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of  quicklime  equal  in  weight  to  the  '  London  Purple '  used  to  prevent  any  possibility 
of  scorching,  which  might  occur  if  the  spraying  Vv^ere  done  carelessly  and  the  lime 
omitted",  indicated  and  operated  to  state  that  the  article  v/as  intended  to  be  used 
on  the  plum  tree  and  on  the  peach  tree  in  the  said  strengths  and  proportions  and  in 
the  said  method  and  manner,  for  preventing,  destroying,  repelling,  or  mitigating 
insects,  whereas,  if  used  on  the  plum  tree  and  on  the  peach  tree  in  the  said  strengths 
and  proportions  and  in  the  said  method  and  manner,  the  article  would  cause  injmy 
to  the  foliage  of  the  said  trees. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  (1)  and  that 
the  labels  thereof  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  and  the  ingredients  therein 
which  were  false  and  misleading,  (2)  and  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so 
as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  this,  that  the  statement,  "Arsenic  (As) 
in  Water  Soluble  forms,  3%  represented  that  the  article  contained  arsenic  in  water- 
soluble  forms  in  the  proportion  of  3  per  cent  thereof,  whereas  it  contained  arsenic 
in  water-soluble  forms  in  a  proportion  much  greater  than  3  per  cent  thereof;  and  in 
this,  that  the  statements,  "Spraying.  For  the  Potato  Bug,  Curculio,  Codling  Moth, 
Canker  Worm,  Pear  Slug,  Cabbage  Worm,  Cut  Vform,  All  Leaf  Eating  Caterpillars, 
&c,  &c,  the  following  proportions  are  recommended.  *  *  For  Pear,  Plum,  and 
Cherry,  one  pound  '  London  Purple '  to  200  gallons  of  Abater.  "-^  -  *  The  '  London 
Purple '  should  be  mixed  into  a  smooth  paste  before  adding  it  to  the  water.  Apply 
the  mixture  in  fine  spray  so  as  not  to  deluge  the  foliage,  first  adding  to  it  a  quantity 
Oi  quicklime  equal  in  weight  to  the  'London  Purple'  used  to  prevent  any  possibility 
of  scorching,  which  might  well  occur  if  the  spraying  were  done  carelessly  and  the 
iime  omitted,"  represented  that  the  article,  when  prepared  and  applied  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  and  the  method  and  manner  directed,  vv^ould  not  cause  in- 
jury to  the  foliage  of  plum  trees,  where8.s  the  article,  when  prepared  and  applied  in 
the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  would  cause 
injmy  to  the  foliage  of  plum  trees;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  "  Spraying.  For 
the  Potato  Bug,  Carculio,  Codling  Moth,  Canker  Worm,  Pear  Slug,  Cabbage  Worm, 
Cut  Worm,  All  Leaf  Eating  Caterpillars,  &c,  &c,  the  following  proportions  are  recom- 
m^ended.  *  *  -^^  For  Peach,  one  pound  'London  Purple'  to  300  gallons  of  watei*. 
The  'London  Purple'  should  be  mixed  into  a  smooth  paste  before  adding  it  to  the 
water.  Apply  the  mixture  in  fine  spray  so  as  not  to  deluge  the  foliage,  first  adding  to 
it  a  quantity  of  quicklime  equal  in  weight  to  the  '  London  Purple '  used  to  prevent 
any  possibility  of  scorching,  which  might  occur  if  the  spraying  were  done  carelessly 
and  the  lime  omitted,"  represented  that  the  article,  when  prepared  and  applied  in 
the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  would  not  cause 
injury  to  the  foliage  of  peach  trees,  whereas,  the  article,  when  prepared  and  applied 
in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  would  cause 
injury  to  the  fpliage  of  peach  trees;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  "Spraying. 
For  the  Potato  Bug,  Curculio,  Codling  Moth,  Canker  Worm,  Pear  Slug,  Cabbage 
Worm,  Cut  Worm,  All  Leaf  Eating  Caterpillars,  &c,  &c,  the  following  proportions 
are  recommended.  For  Potatoes,  one  pound  'London  Purple'  to  100  gallons  water. 
For  Apple  Trees,  one  pound  'London  Purple'  to  150  gallons  of  water.  For  Pear, 
Plum  and  Cherry,  one  pound  'London  Purple'  to  200  gallons  water.  For  Peach, 
one  pound  '  London  Purple '  to  300  gallons  of  water.  The  '  London  Purple '  should  be 
mixed  into  a  smooth  paste  before  adding  it  to  the  water.  Apply  the  mixture  in 
fine  spray  so  as  not  to  deluge  the  foliage",  represented  that  the  article,  when  pre- 
pared and  applied  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  and  in  the  method  and  manner 
directed,  would  be  effective  against  all  leaf-eating  caterpillars  which  attack  and  affect 
potato  plants,  apple  trees,  pear  trees,  plum  trees,  cherry  trees,  and  peach  trees, 
whereas  the  article,  when  prepared  and  applied  in  the  strengths  and  proportions 
and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  would  not  be  effective  against  all  leaf- 
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eating  caterpillars  which  attack  and  affect  potato  plants,  apple  t:v -s,  jK'ar  troea. 
plum  trees,  cherry  trees,  or  peach  trees. 

On  May  20,  1916,  the  defendant,  Hemingway  ik  Co.,  entered  a  pica  of  giiiity  to 
the  information,  ajid  the  con.irt  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

Cajeil  Vroomax,  Artlng  Serretar,/  of  Agncullwe . 

Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

2G5.  Misbranding  of  "Caascu."   U.  S.  v.  Hemingway  and  Company.  Plea  of  gul?ty.  Fine, 
SIO.   (I.  &  F.  No.  355.    Dom.  No.  8583.) 

On  May  10,  1913,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  DLstrict  of  Xew  Jersey,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Hemingway  &  Co.,  a  corporation.  Bound- 
brook,  N.  J.,  alleging -the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  February  7,  1914,  from  the 
State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  California,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  designated 

Caascu."  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 
The  article  was  contained  in  20  cans,  each  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  '"Hemingviay's 
'Caascu'  Pronounced  K.  S.  Q.  London  Piuple.  Poison  For  Potato  plants.  Com- 
bined insecticide  and  fungicide.  For  grape  ^  ines.  Prevents  iDlight.  Quickly  kills 
the  bug.  Hemingway's  London  Purple  Co.,  Ltd.,  17  Battery  Place,  I'>ew  York, 
London.  Eng.  Guaranteed  by  Hemingway  &  Co.,  Agents  for  Hemingway's  London 
Purple  Co.,  Ltd.  *  *  *  Directions.  Spray  with  2^  lbs.  of  Caascu  to  each  50 
gallons  of  water.  *  ^  tXote:  'Caascu'  may  be  applied  at  greater  strength,  if 
desired,  as  it  contains  no  soluble  arsenic  and  therefore  never  burns.)  *  *  Analy- 
sis: Copper  hydrate,  12.00^^;  arsenic  oxide.  34.00^^:  ralcium  hydroxide,  45.00':;^; 
iron  oxide,  silica,  etc.,  9.00  .  Xote:  K.  S.  Q.  combines  tlie  most  valuable  propei'ties 
of  Paris  Green  and  Bordeaux  Mixture,  but  contains  Xo  Paiis  Green  or  soluble  arsenic, 
therefore  K.  S.  Q.  never  bm-ns  the  plant.    5  lbs.  net"'. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide 
and  fungicide,  (1)  and  the  labels  of  the  cans  bore  statements  regarding  the  article 
and  the  ingredients  therein  which  were  false  and  misleading,  (2 )  and  that  the  article 
was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  this,  that  the 
statement,  •"Analysis:  Copper  hydrate,  12.00%;  arsenic  oxide.  34.005?^;  calcium  hy- 
droxide, 45.00%;  iron  oxide,  silica,  etc.,  9.00%,"  represented  that  the  article  con- 
tained arsenic  oxide  in  the  proportion  of  34  per  cent  thereof  and  calcium  hydroxide 
in  the  proportion  of  45  per  cent  thereof,  whereas  the  article  contained  arseruc  oxide 
in  a  proportion  less  th.an  3^4  per  cent  thereof,  and  calcium  hydroxide  in  a  proiK)rti(»n 
much  less  than  45  per  cent  thereof;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  *'  'Caascu"  may 
l>e  applied  at  greater  strength,  if  desii'ed,  as  it  contains  no  soluble  ai'senic  and  there- 
fore never  burns, "  and/'  K.  S.  Q.  combines  the  most  valuable  pixDpcrties  of  Parifi  (rreen 
and  Bordeaux  Mixture,  but  contains  No  Paris  Green  or  8olul>le  arsenic,  therefore 
K.  S.  Q.  never  burns  the  plant,"  represented  that  the  article  did  not  contain  any 
soluVile  arsenic,  whereas  the  article  did  contain  soluble  arsenic. 

MLsbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungi- 
cide other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that  it  contained  ar.sonic  in  com- 
binations thereof  and  the  total  amount  of  the  said  a^*s^enic  so  contained  in  the  article 
was  not  stated  (expressed  as  per  centum  of  metalUc  arsenic)  on  each  or  any  of  the 
labels.  Misbranding  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  article  was  an  insecticide  and 
fungicide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that  it  contained  arsenic  iu 
combinations  thereof  and  in  water-soluble  forms,  and  the  amount  of  the  ai'senic  so 
present  in  water-soluble  forms  waa  not  stated  (expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic 
arsenic;  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels.  Misl>randing  was  alleged  further  in  that  the 
article  consisted  partially  of  inert  sul>stance6,  to  wit.  water,  cakium  carbonate,  cal- 
cium hydroxide,  iron  oxide,  and  aluminum  oxide,  which  inert  sui)stances  do  not  pre- 
vent, destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insect.s  or  fungi,  and  the  names  and  the  percentago 
amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  said  inert  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly  and 
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correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  the  percentage 
amounts  of  the  inert  ingredients,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and 
every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the 
total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients  present,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each 
or  any  of  the  labels. 

On  May  29,  1918,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and  the 
court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10, 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secr-etary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,      C,  May  1,  1917. 

266.  Adulteration,  and  misbranding  o£  "Herrmann's  Red  Label  Tonicide,"  Uc  So  v.  Morris 
Kerrmann  (Morris  Herrmann  &  Co.).  Flea  of  guilty.  Fine,  SSS.  (I.  &  I  .  No.  371.  Dom. 

Nos.  8556,  8563,  9050.) 

On  May  15,  1913,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jersey,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  said  district  an  inform-ation,  in  three  counts,  against  Morris  Herimann,  doing 
business  under  the  name  of  Morris  Herrmann  &  Co.,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the 
shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  March  14,  1914,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the 
State  of  Michigan,  on  March  30,  1914,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of 
Maryland,  and  on  April  2,  1914,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  Mary- 
land, of  quantities  of  an  article  called  ''Herrmann's  Red  Label  Tonicide  Paste", 
which  were  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of 
1910.  The  article  shipped  on  March  14.  1914,  was  contained  in  20  packages  or  drams; 
that  shipped  on  March  30,  1914,  was  contained  in  1  package,  and  that  ship- 
ped on  April  2,  1914.  was  contained  in  9  packages.  Each  of  the  packages 
in  each  of  the  shipments  was  labeled  in  part  as  follows:  ''One  pound  Insecticide 
Tonic  Fungicide  Herrmann's  Red  Label  Tonicide  Paste  for  Fruit  and  Shade  Trees. 
Increases  Crop ;  Strengthens  Foliage ;  Kills  External  Chewing  Pests  before  they  inj ure 
Fruit  or  Foliage;  Prevents  Scab,  Bitter  Rot,  etc.  etc.  Sticks  Firmly  to  Foliage  in 
Spite  of  B.ain.  *  *  -  Guaranteed  by  Morris  Herrmann  &  Co.,  under  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910.  Serial  No.  38,  Manufactured  by  the  Herrmann  Laboratories  for  Insecti- 
cides and  Fungicides  Morris  Herrmann  &  Co.,  200  Fifth  Ave.,  New  York,  Works, 
Newark,  N.J.  Fungus  Control— The  Fungicidal  power  of  'Tonicide '  is  due  to  copper 
in  the  form  recommended  by  the  Government  and  State  Experiment  Stations  as  the 
only  sure  control  of  Bitter  Rot  and  Apple  Blotch  on  apples  and  pears.  *  Tonicide'  is 
also  recommended  as  a  dormant  spray  for  Leaf  Curl,  Scab  and  Brown  Rot  on  peaches; 
and  Plum  Pocket  and  Brown  Rot  on  plums.  Red  Label  for  Fruit  and  Shade  Trees. 
^  "  'Tonicide'  controls  the  fungi,  as  well  as  the  less  resistant  varieties.  The 
copper  in  'Tonicide'  is  so  combined  with  the  other  chemicals  as  to  give  the  highest 
possible  protection  against  the  russeting  of  fruit  or  burning  of  foliage.  *  *  The 
ai*senic  in  '  Tonicide '  is  so  combined  as  to  give  quick  killing  power  without  danger  or 
injury  to  foliage  or  fruit.  Kills  Cjuickly  the  most  resistant  external  chewing  pests 
before  they  injure  fruit  or  foliage.  All  are  com]")ined  by  a  secret  scientific  process  of 
manufacture  to  give  unequaled  adhesion,  smoothness  and  fi-eedom  from  grit  as  well  as 
great  insecticidal  and  fungicidal  power,  *  *  Sticks  I^ongest  Kills  Quickly 
Mixes  Easily  Increases  Yield  Prevents  Fungi  Sprays  Evenly  Suspension  Unequaled 
j  Does  not  Clog  Nozzles.  Directions  for  Using  On  Apples  and  Pears  1st  Spraying— 
!  Before  leaf  buds  open.  4  to  6  pounds  to  50  gallons  of  water.  2nd  Spraying — After 
leaves  expand,  but  before  flower  buds  open.  4  to  6  pounds  to  50  gallons  water.  3rd 
Spra>-ing — When  most  of  flower  petals  have  fallen,  but  before  calyx  cups  close. 
4  to  6  pounds  to  50  gallons  water.  4th  Spraying — ^Three  weeks  after  third  spraying. 
4  to  8  pounds  to  50  gallons  water.  5th  Spraying — Five  to  six  weeks  after  fourth 
I  epmying.  Very  important  to  control  Bitter  Rot.  4  to  8  pounds  to  50  gallons  water. 
The  second  spraying  may  be  omitted  if  the  orchard  is  comparatively  free  from  fungus 
diseases ;  otherwise  it  is  essential .   For  the  first,  second  and  third  sprayings  use  driving 
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spray.  For  the  fourth  and  hxter  sprayings  use  mist  spray.  For  Peaches  and  Phims 
To  control  Leaf  Curl,  Scab,  Brown  Rot,  etc..  on  peaches:  Brown  Rot,  Plum  Pockets, 
etc.,  on  plums,  spray  before  buds  swell.  3  pounds  to  50  gallons  water.  For  later 
sprayings  use  self-boiled  Lime  Sulphur  with  arsenical.  For  Shade  Trees  Spray  before 
pests  or  fuugi  appear.  Later  sprayings  as  necessary.  6  pounds  to  50  gallons  water. 
To  Mix  Work  up  with  water  to  a  cream  and  strain  into  tank 

Adulteration  of  the  article  in  each  of  the  shipments  was  alleged  in  the  information 
in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  it  was  intended  for  use  on  vege- 
tation, and  contained  a  substance  or  substances  wliich,  although  preventing,  destroy- 
ing, repelling,  or  mitigating  insects,  the  article  was  injurious  to  such  vegetation  when 
so  used,  in  this,  that  statements  borne  on  the  labels  indicated  and  stated  that  the 
article  was  intended  to  be  used  on  apple  trees,  in  the  strengths  and  proportions,  at 
the  times,  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  whereas  the  article,  when  used 
on  apple  trees  in  the  said  strengths  and  proportions,  at  the  said  times,  and  in  the 
said  method  and  manner,  would  cause  serious  injury  to  the  fruit  of  such  apple  trees. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  each  count  of  the  information  in  that  it  was 
an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  (1)  and  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  statements 
regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  (2)  and  that  it  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  this,  that  statements  borne 
on  the  labels  represented  that  the  article  could  be  used  on  apple  trees  in  the  strength 
and  proportions,  at  the  times,  and  in  the  method  and  m.anner  directed,  on  the  label, 
without  causing  injury  to  the  fruit  of  said  apple  trees,  whereas  the  article,  when  used 
on  apple  trees  in  the  strengths  and  proportions,  at  the  times,  and  in  the  method  and 
manner,  directed  on  the  labels,  would  cause  serious  injury  to  the  fruit  of  such  apple 
trees;  and  in  this,  that  statements  borne  on  the  labels  represented  that  the  article, 
when  used  on  fruit  trees  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  and  in  the  method  and  man- 
ner directed,  would  not  be  removed  by  rains,  whereas  the  article,  wlien  Uvsed  on  fruit 
trees  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed, 
would  be  removed  by  rains;  and  in  this,  that  statements  borne  on  tlie  labels  represented 
that  the  article,  when  used  on  fruit  trees  in  the  strength  and  proportion  dhected, 
would  prevent  all  fungi  and  all  fungus  diseases  which  affect  and  attack  fruit  trees, 
whereas  the  ailicle,  Avhen  used  on  fruit  trees  in  the  sti  engths  and  proportions  and  in 
the  method  and  manner  directed,  would  not  prevent  all  fungi  and  fungus  diseases 
which  affect  and  attack  fruit  trees. 

On  June  12,  191G,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and  the 
court  imposed  a  fine  of  S25. 

Carl  Vroomax,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agn'cullurc. 
Washingto.k,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

267.  Misbranding  of  "Spratt's  Dip."  U.  S.  v.  Spratt's  Patonc  (America)  Limited.  Plea  of 
guilty.  Sentence  suspended.  (I.  &  F.  No.  353.   Dom.  No.  S714.) 

On  May  10,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jarsey,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Spratt's  Patent  (America)  Limited,  a 
corporation,  Newark,  N!  J.,  alleging  the  sliipraent  by  said  defendant,  on  January  24, 
1914,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  California,  of  a  quantity  of  an 
article  designated  "Spratt's  Dip,*'  designed  and  intended  to  be  used  ;is  an  insecticide, 
which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The 
article  was  contained  in  72  cans,  each  labeled  as  follows:  "Spratt's  Dip  *  -  *  It 
is  far  less  poisonous  to  the  higher  animals  than  carbolic  acid,  and  is  relatively  harm- 
less and  may  be  considered  practically  quite  harmless  in  evciy  respect  except  to 
parasites  and  insects.  So  much  so  is  this  the  case  that  considerable  quantities  may 
be  taken  internally  without  bad  effect.  *  *  -  Sold  in  pt.  cans,  price  50c;  3^^al. 
cans,  $1.50;  gal.  cans  $3.    *    *    *    Spratt's  Patent  Limited  Factory  &  Chief  Office 
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at  Newark,  N.  J.,  Depots  at  San  Francisco,  Cal.;  St.  Louis,  Mo.;  Cleveland,  0.; 
Boston,  Mass.;  Montreal,  Can.  Res.  Siipt.  in  Chicago,  111.  Factories  also  in  London, 
England  and  Berlin,  Germany." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide, (1)  and  that  the  labels  of  the  cans  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which 
were  false  and  misleading,  (2)  and  that  it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  this,  that  the  statements,  ''It  is  far  less  poisonous  to 
the  higher  animals  than  carbolic  acid,  and  is  relatively  harmless  and  may  be  con- 
sidered practically  quite  harmless  in  every  respect  except  to  parasites  and  insects. 
So  much  so  is  this  the  case  that  considerable  quantities  may  be  taken  internally 
without  bad  effect,"  borne  on  the  labels,  represented  that  the  article  would  not  be 
poisonous  to  domestic  animals  and  that  it  could  be  taken  internally  by  such  animals 
in  considerable  quantities  without  injurious  effects,  whereas  the  article  would  be 
poisonous  to  domestic  animals  and  it  could  not  be  taken  internally  by  such  animals 
in  considerable  quantities  without  injurious  effects;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement, 
"Sold  in  pt.  cans,  price  50c;  gal.  cans,  $1.50;  gal.  cans  $3,"  by  reason  of  the  com- 
parative size  of  the  cans,  represented  that  each  of  the  cans  contained  1  pint  of  the 
article,  whereas  each  of  the  cans  contained  less  than  1  pint  thereof. 

^lisbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  in  package  form  and 
the  contents  were  stated  in  terms  of  measure,  but  were  not  plainly  and  correctly 
stated  on  the  outside  of  the  package,  in  that  the  statement,  ''Sold  in  pt.  cans,  price 
50c;  Y^opX.  cans§1.50;  gal.  cans  $3,"  borne  on  each  of  the  labels  on  the  packages,  oper- 
ated to  state,  by  reason  of  the  comparative  size  of  the  cans,  that  the  contents  of  each 
of  the  cans  Avere  1  pint  in  measure,  whereas  the  contents  of  each  of  the  cans  were  lees 
than  1  pint  of  the  article.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it 
was  an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that  it  consisted 
partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel, 
or  m.itigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  said  inert  ingredient 
were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the  cans, 
nor  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  inert  ingredient,  were  the 
names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  having  insecticidal 
properties  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  stated  plainly  and 
correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the  cans. 

On  June  26,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and  the 
court  suspended  sentence. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  May  1.  1917. 

368,  Misbranding  of  "Bug-No-More."   U.  S,  v.  The  Pioneer  Manufacturing  Company.  Plea 
of  nolo  contendere.  F!ne,S33  and  costs.   (I.  &  F.  No.  313.    Dom.  Nos.  8346,  8460.) 

On  February  8,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  Ohio, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  said  district  an  information,  in  two  counts,  against  the  Pioneer 
Manufacturing  Co.,  a  corporation,  Cleveland,  Ohio,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said 
defendant,  on  April  4,  1913,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  Illinois,  and  on 
May  24,  1913,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  Michigan,  of  quantities  of  an 
article  designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as  an  insecticide,  designated  "Bug-No- 
More,"  which  were  misforanded  within  the  meaning  of  the  insecticide  Act  of  1910. 
The  article  shipped  on  April  4,  1913,  was  contained  in  40  packages,  and  that  shipped 
on  May  24,  1913,  was  contained  in  20  packages. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  both  shipments  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that 
it  was  an  insecticide,  (1)  and  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  statements  regarding  the 
article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  (2)  and  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so 
99183°— 17  4 
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as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  each  of 
the  labels,  "Bug-Xo-More  A  Combined  Bug  Killer  and  Fertilizer,"  represented  that 
the  article  Avould  kill  all  bugs,  whereas  the  article  ^voald  not  kill  all  bugs;  and  in  this, 
that  the  statement,  borne  on  each  of  the  labels,  "No  Bug  Can  Live  Potato  Bugs, 
Cabbage,  Cucumber,  Squash,  Cotton  and  Tobacco  Bugs,  Worms  and  other  insects  can 
not  live  where  epplied,"  represented  that  the  article  would  be  effective  against  all 
bugs,  all  worms,  and  all  other  insects,  whereas  the  article  v/ould  not  be  effective 
against  all  bugs,  all  worms,  and  all  other  insects;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement, 
borne  on  each  of  the  labels, ' '  Xo  Plant  Can  Die  Garden  Truck,  House  Plants,  Melons, 
Trees,  Etc.  cannot  die  as  Bug-No-More  not  only  fertilizes  and  makes  them  grow,  but 
kills  the  Bugs  Avhich  other^^'ise  prevents  their  growth,"  represented  that  the  article 
would  prevent  the  death  of  plants,  garden  truck,  house  plants,  melonc,  and  trees,  and 
would  kill  all  bugs  which  infest  plants,  garden  truck,  house  plants,  melons,  and  trees, 
whereas  the  article  would  not  prevent  the  death  of  plants,  garden  truck,  house  plants, 
melons,  and  trees,  and  would  not  kill  all  bugs  which  infest  plants,  gai'den  truck,  hou.se 
plants,  melons,  and  trees;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  each  of  the  labels. 
"Bug-Xo-More  Kills  Lice  by  dusting  on  Cattle,  Horses,  Hogs,  and  in  Poultry  Houses, 
Xests.  etc.  Scatter  Bug-Xo-More  lightly  about  the  roosting  places  and  nests  and  the 
lice  \rill  disappear  entirely,"  represente<l  that  the  article,  when  applied  by  dusting 
on  cattle,  horses,  hogs,  and  in  poultiy  houses  and  nest«.  infested  with  lice,  would  kill 
all  such  lice,  and  that  the  article,  when  applied  by  scattering  lightly  about  the  roosting 
places  and  nests.  v,^OLild  cause  the  lice  to  entii-el}-  disappear,  whereas  the  article,  when 
applied  by  dusting  on  cattle,  horses,  hogs,  and  in  poultry  houses  and  nests,  infested 
■v\ith  lice,  would  not  kill  all  such  lice,  and  the  article,  when  applied  by  scattering 
lightly  about  the  roosting  places  and  nests,  would  not  cause  the  lice  to  entirely  dis- 
appear; and  in  this,  that  ^he  statement,  borne  on  each  of  the  labels,  ''A  Combined 
Bug  Killer  And  Fertilizer  For  Root  and  Ground  Insects. — Dust  the  powder  on  surface 
of  the  earth,  then  sprinkle  wiih  water  which  will  carry  the  poison  and  fertilizer  down 
to  the  roots  and  insects,"  represented  that  the  article,  when  applietl  by  dusting  on  the 
surface  of  the  ground  and  sprinkling  with  water,  vcould  kill  all  bugs  and  all  root  and 
ground  insects,  whereas  the  article,  when  applied  in  said  method  and  manner,  would 
not  kill  all  bugs  and  all  root  and  grotmd  insects;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne 
on  each  of  the  labels,  "As  a  Fertilizer  For  Ail  Plants  Bug-Xo-More  is  invaluable  and 
for  this  purpose  alone  is  fully  worth  the  price  asked,  but  that  isn't  all."  represented 
that  the  article  was  a  good  fertilizer  for  })lants.  whereas,  the  article  was  not  a  good 
fertilizer  for  plants;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  each  of  the  label.':.  "One 
Pound  Of  Bug-Xo-More  is  as  good  or  better  than  six  times  the  quantity  Paris  Grecji 
and  Land  Plaster,"  represented  that  1  pound  of  the  article  was  as  good  as.  or  better 
than,  six  times  that  quantity  of  Paris  green  and  land  plaster,  whereas  1  pound  of  the 
article  was  not  as  good  as  six  times  that  quantity  of  Paris  green  and  land  plaster;  and  in 
thLs,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  each  of  the  labels,  "Paris  Green  ^nil  be  a  thing  of 
the  piv^t  after  you  have  once  tried  Bug-Xo-More."  represented  that  the  article  wa.s 
superior  in  insecticidal  properties  to  Paris  green,  whereas  the  article  was  not  sujx'rior 
to  Paris  green  in  in.secticidal  properties;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  each 
of  the  labels.  "A  Perfect  Combination  of  Bug  Killer  and  Fertilizer,  and  the  best 
product  of  its  kind  ever  produced.  No  Bug  Can  I  Are  No  Plant  Can  Die."  represented 
that  the  article  was  a  perfe<"t  combination  of  a  bug  killer  an<l  a  plant  fertilizer,  that  it 
was  the  best  product  of  its  kind  ever  proxluceil.  that  it  would  kill  all  bugs,  and  that  it 
would  prevent  the  death  of  plants:,  wliereas  the  article  wa.s  not  a  perfect  combination 
of  a  l)ug  killer  and  a  plant  fertilizer,  was  not  the  be-t  product  of  its  kind  ever  produced, 
would  not  kill  all  bugs,  and  would  not  prevent  the  death  of  plants:  and  in  this,  that  the 
statements,  borne  on  each  of  the  labels,  "We  recommend  from  15  to  20  lbs.  to  the  acre 
of  Potatoes.  Dust  on  the  vines  while  they  are  damp  and  if  washed  off  by  a  hani  rain, 
appl;'  again.    We  guarantee  that  the  bugs  will  disappear  entirely  in  two  or  three  days, 
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and  several  applications  of  Bug-No-More  as  new  bugs  are  batched,  will  keep  the  stocka 
free  from  bugs  and  insure  an  excellent  crop, ' '  represented  that  the  article,  when  applied 
to  potato  plants  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  insure  an  excellent  crop 
of  potatoes,  whereas  the  article,  when  applied  to  potatoes  in  the  said  method  and  man- 
ner, would  not  insure  an  excellent  crop  of  potatoes;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement, 
Lome  on  each  of  the  labels,  "For  Cabbage  Worms,  Tomato  and  Melon  Vines.— Apply 
Bug-No-More  as  soon  as  the  leaves  begin  to  form,  or  on  first  appearance  of  the  worm  or 
bug,  and  a  dusting  at  regular  intervals  is  recommended  or  as  often  as  the  bugs  appear. 
An  application  from  time  to  time  on  growing  plants  will  insure  magnificent  results 
and  full  crops  which  will  yield  handsom-e  returns  on  your  investment,"  represented 
that  the  article,  when  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  at  the  times  as  dixected, 
would  be  effective  against  all  bugs  and  all  worms  which  infest  cabbage  plants,  tomato 
plants,  and  melon  vines,  and  would  insure  magnificent  results  and  full  crops,  whereas 
the  articles,  when  applied  in  the  said  method  and  manner,  and  at  the  said  times  would 
net  be  effective  against  all  bugs  and  all  worms  which  infest  cabbage  plants,  tomato 
plants,  and  melon  vines,  and  would  not  insure  m^agnificent  results  and  full  crops;  (1) 
and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  each  of  the  labels,  "For  Yellow  Striped 
Bugs. — Apply  lightly  with  Bug-No-More  about  the  last  of  May  or  early  in  June  when 
the  bugs  fir^t  appear  and  go  over  the  same  at  regular  intervals  to  be  sure  and  catch  the 
several  broods  in  course  of  a  season,  and  to  kill  new  ones  which  may  appear  from  time 
to  time,"  represented  that  the  article,  when  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  at 
the  times  as  directed,  would  be  effective  against  all  yellow-striped  bugs,  whereas  the 
article,  when  applied  in  the  said  method  and  manner  and  at  the  said  times,  would  not 
be  effective  against  all  yellow-striped  bugs;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on 
each  of  the  labels,  "Fruit  Trees  or  Shrubbery. — Apply  Bug-No-More  with  Spray  or 
Bellows  in  liberal  quantities  two  or  three  times  during  the  earlier  season  and  your 
additional  crop  of  fruit  will  more  than  pay  for  small  investment  in  Bug-No-More  many 
times  over,"  represented  that  the  article,  when  applied  to  fruit  trees  in  the  method  and 
manner  and  at  the  times  as  directed,  would  cause  a  large  increase  in  the  crop  of  fruit, 
whereas  the  article,  when  applied  to  fi'uit  trees  in  the  said  method  and  manner  and  at 
the  said  times,  would  not  cause  a  large  increase  in  the  crop  of  fruit. 

liisbranding  of  the  article  contained  in  the  shipment  on  April  4,  1913,  was  alleged 
further  (1)  in  that  the  labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false 
and  misleading,  (2)  and  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mis- 
lead the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  each  of  the  labels,  "Bug-No- 
More  combines  all  the  virulence  of  the  poison  and  every  particle  of  the  fertilizer  and 
v.  e  will  guarantee  its  use  as  either  one  or  the  other  will  show  better  results  than  can  be 
obtained  from  any  other  fertilizer  or  bug  killer.  We  Give  You  Both  In  One,  saving 
half  the  investment,  half  the  labor  and  yielding  twice  the  results,"  represented  that 
the  article  woul^  show  better  results  than  could  be  obtained  from  any  other  plant 
fertilizer  or  any  other  bug  killer,  and  that  the  article  would  save  half  the  investment 
and  half  the  labor,  and  would  yield  twice  the  results,  whereas  the  article  would  not 
sho\'i  better  results  than  could  be  obtained  from  any  other  plant  fertilizer  or  any  other 
bug  killer,  and  the  article  would  not  save  half  the  investment  and  half  the  labor  and 
would  not  yield  twice  the  results;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  each  of  the 
labels,  "Are  Your  Plants  Sickly,  Your  Vegetables  Poor  or  Trees  Dead?  If  so,  it  is 
due  to  lack  of  nourishment  or  surplus  of  bugs.  Bug-No-More  will  supply  the  one  and 
kill  the  other.  Not  only  is  the  poison  highly  concentrated,  but  the  combined  product 
contains  more  nutriment  than  any  of  the  many  so-called  fertilizers  in  commerce," 
represented  that  the  article  would  be  effective  against  all  bugs  which  affect  plants, 
vegetables,  and  trees,  and  an  excellent  and  effective  fertilizer  for  plants,  vegetables 
and  trees,  whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  all  bugs  which  affect 
plants,  vegetables,  and  trees,  and  would  not  be  an  excellent  and  effective  fertilizer 
for  plants,  vegetables,  and  trees;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  each  of  the 
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labels,  ''If  Earth  or  Roots  Are  Infected  with  worms  or  other  insects,  Biig-No-More 
kills  them,  fertilizes  the  soil  and  makes  your  plants  or  garden-truck  take  on  new  life," 
represented  that  the  article  would  kill  all  worms  and  other  insects  which  infest  the 
soil  and  the  roots  of  plants,  and  would  cause  plants  and  garden-tnick  to  take  on  new 
life,  whereas  the  article  would  not  kill  all  worms  and  all  other  insects  which  infest  the 
soil  and  the  roots  of  plants,  and  would  not  cause  plants  and  garden  truck  to  take  on 
new  life;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  each  of  the  labels,  Fmit  Trees  and 
^?hnibbery  should  be  sprayed  with  Bug-Xo-More  in  order  to  insure  a  good  yield," 
represented  that  the  article,  applied  to  fruit  trees  and  shrubbery  by  spraying,  would 
insure  a  good  yield,  whereas  the  article  when  applied  to  fruit  trees  and  shrubbery  by 
spraying,  would  not  insure  a  good  jdeld. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  contained  in  the  shipment  on  May  24,  1913,  was  alleged 
further  (1)  in  that  the  labels  bore  a  statement  regarding  the  article  which  was  false 
and  misleading,  (2)  and  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mis- 
lead the  purchaser  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  each  of  the  labels,  "  Bug-Xo- 
More  Analyzing  Paris  Green  1.1  percent  Calcium  Sulphate  92.7  per  cent,  Hydrated 
Lime  6.2  per  cent,"  represented  that  the  article  consisted  of  Paris  green  in  the  pro- 
portion of  Iyo  per  cent  thereof,  calcium  sulphate  in  the  proportion  of  92i^  per  cent 
thereof,  and  hydrated  Lime  in  the  proportion  of  6^  per  cent  thereof,  and  that  the  article 
contained  no  ingredients  other  than  Paris  green,  calcium  sulphate,  and  hydrated  Ume, 
whereas  the  article  consisted  of  Paris  green  in  a  proportion  other  than  1^  per  cent, 
calcium  sulphate  in  a  proportion  other  than  92fo  per  cent,  and  hydrated  lime  in  a  pro- 
portion other  than  per  cent  thereof,  and  the  article  contained,  besides  Paris  green, 
calcium  sulphate,  and  hydrated  lime,  other  substances,  to  vdt,  calcium  carbonate, 
iron  aluminum,  and  silica. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  both  shipments  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  article 
was  an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  (1)  and  that  it  contained 
arsenic  in  a  combination  thereof  and  the  total  amount  of  the  arsenic  present  was  not 
stated  (expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic),  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the 
labels;  (2)  and  that  it  contained  arsenic  in  a  combination  thereof  and  in  water-soluble 
form,  and  the  amount  of  said  arsenic  in  water-soluble  form  present  in  the  article  was 
not  stated  (expressed  as  per  centum  of  metalUc  arsenic),  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of 
the  labels  on  the  packages  containing  the  article;  (3)  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of 
inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  Paris  green,  which  said  inert  substances 
do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and  the  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  said  inert  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly  and 
correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels,  nor,  in  Ueu  of  the  names  and  per- 
centage amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of 
each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  totaj 
percentage  of  said  inert  ingredients  present,  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or 
at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels. 

On  March  10,  1910,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the  informap 
tion,  and  the  court  imposed  a  line  of  $25  and  costs. 

Carl  Vroomant,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington-,  D.  C  .1%  1,  1917. 

269.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "SterlinKv.orth  I>lmc  and  Su  lphur  Wash."   I'.  S.  v. 
George  Littieflcld.  (Steriiiig  Chemical  Co.)«  of  nolo  contendere.   Fine,  S25. 

(I.  &  F.  No.  102.    Dom.  No.  7314.) 

On  April  28,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  lor  the  District  of  Mjussachupetts, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Coiirt  of 
the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  George  E.  Littlefield,  trad- 
ing luider  the  name  of  the  Sterling  Chemical  Co.,  Cambridge,  Mass.,  alleging  the 
shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  April  29,  1912,  from  the  State  of  Massachusetts  into 
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the  State  of  Maine,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  designated  "  Sterlingworth  Lime  and 
Sulphur  Wash,"  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  tte 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  labeled  in  part:  ''Sulphur,  Active  32%  t© 
33%.  Inert  Ingredients,  67%  to  68%.  *  *  *  Sterlingworth  Lime  and  Suiphnr 
Wash  *  *  Contains  not  less  than  32%  combined  sulphur  and  lime  in  soIte- 
tion  at  32  degrees  Baume.  ^  *  *  Sterling  Chemical  Company,  Cambridge.^ 
Mass,    ^  * 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insec- 
ticide and  fungicide,  and  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard 
and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold  in  this,  that  the  article  was  labeled  "Sulphur, 
Active  32%  to  33%  Inert  Ingredients,  67%  to  68%.  ^  *  *  Contains  not  leas  tham 
32%  combined  sulphur  and  lime  in  solution  at  32  degrees  Baume,"  whereas  the  artide 
contained  sulphur  in  an  amoimt  less  than  32  per  cent,  and  inert  ingredients  in  ao. 
amount  greater  than  68  per  cent,  and  the  article  contained  combined  sulphur  and  lime 
in  an  amount  less  than  32  per  cent,  and  the  density  of  the  article  was  less  than  32 
degrees  Baume.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide 
and  fungicide,  and  that  the  label  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  and  the  in- 
gredients therein  which  were  false  and  misleading,  to  wit, ' '  Sulphur,  Active  32  %  to  33  %. 
Inert  Ingredients,  67%  to  68%.  ^  *  *  Contains  not  less  than  32%  combined  sul- 
phur and  lime  in  solution  at  32  degrees  Baume,"  whereas  the  article  contained  sul- 
phur in  an  amount  less  than  32  per  cent,  inert  ingredients  in  an  amount  gxeater  than 
68  per  cent,  and  combined  sulphur  and  lime  in  an  amoimt  less  than  32  per  cent,  and 
the  density  of  the  article  was  less  than  32  degrees  Baume. 

On  March  8,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

V/ashington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Carbonol."  U,  S.  v.  Barrett  Manufacturing  Compajay. 
Plea  of  noio  contendere.   Fine,®100  and  costs.   (I.  &  F.  No.  357.    Dom.  No.  8652.) 

At  the  March  term,  1916,  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District 
of  Massachusetts,  the  United  States  attorney,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  said  court  an  information  against  the  Barrett  Manufac- 
turing Co.,  a  corporation,  Boston,  Mass.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  oa 
January  29,  1914,  from  the  State  of  Massachusetts  into  the  State  of  California,  of  a 
quantity  of  an  article  labeled  Carbon ol,"  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  ia  57S 
bottles,  each  inclosed  in  a  carton  together  with  a  circular  or  booklet. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide and  fungicide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  that  it  was  intended  for 
use  on  vegetation  and  contained  substances  which  were  injurious  to  such  vegetation, 
when  so  used:  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  ''Seed,  . 
Corn,  and  Wheat.  Seed  moistened  before  planting  with  a  1-10  solution  of  Carbonol 
(two  tablespoonfuls  to  a  pint)  will  be  protected  from  worms,  birds  or  mildew,"  indi- 
cated that  the  article  was  intended  for  use  on  seed  in  the  method  and  manner  and  io. 
the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  whereas  the  article  when  used  on  seed  in.  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  be  injurious 
to  such  seed  by  seriously  injuring,  lowering,  and  reducing  the  vitality  and  germina- 
tive  power  thereof. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide, 
(1)  and  that  the  package  or  label  thereof  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which 
were  false  and  misleading,  (2)  and  that  it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser  thereof:  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  on 
the  bottles  and  on  the  cartons,  "A  Non-Poisonous  and  Non-Corrosive  Preparation/' 
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represented  that  the  article  wa^  nonpoisonoiis  and  noncorrosive,  whereas  the  article 
was  poisonous  and  corrosive;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne  on  the  circulars  or 
booklets,  'Carbonol  combines  all  the  good  properties  of  Carbolic  Acid  and  yet  ha^ 
none  of  ita  bad  features,''  and  ''Carbonol  is  a  perfect  substitute  for  Carbolic  Acid- 
it  is  an  absolute  disinfectant  and  antiseptic,  it  is  non-poisonous,  non-corrosive  and 
mixes  with  water  in  any  proportion.  Carbonol  can  be  used  with  perfect  safety,  even 
in  its  full  strength,  by  the  most  inexperienced,"  represented  that  the  article  was  not 
poisonous,  corrosive,  or  irritating,  whereas  the  article  was  poisonous,  corrosive,  and 
irritating;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  "Can 
be  used  with  perfect  safety  as  a  healing  agent,  for  relieving  pain,  and  preventing 
blood  poisoning.  It  has  no  toxic  or  injurious  effect  upon  the  skin,"  represented 
that  the  article  would  have  no  toxic  or  injuiious  effect  upon  the  skin,  whereas  the 
article  would  have  a  toxic  and  injurious  effect  upon  the  skin;  and  in  this,  that  the 
statement,  borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  "Carbonol  As  An  Insecticide.  *  *  * 
Carbonol  for  this  purpose  is  not  only  more  effective  than  the  insect  powders  commonly 
used,  but  can  be  used  with  perfect  safety,  whereas  the  powders  are  usually  poisonous," 
represented  that  the  article  was  not  poisonous,  whereas  the  article  was  poisonous; 
and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  "It  must  be  remem- 
bered that  while  C^irbonol  ie  not  advised  for  internal  treatment,  it  is  not  poisonous 
and  even  in  full  strength  will  produce  only  slight  irritation,"  represented  that  the 
article  was  not  poisonous  and  would  produce  only  slight  irritation  if  taken  internally, 
whereas  the  article  was  poisonous  and  would  produce  great  and  serious  irritation  if 
taken  internally;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  bottles, 
"Carbonol  exterminates  Roaches,  Bedbugs,  Water  and  Buffalo  Bugs  and  all  objec- 
tionable insects.  It  cures  Mange,  Gapes,  Chicken  and  Hog  Cholera,  and  all  parasitic 
di^ea^s.  Wash  infected  places  with  a  solution  of  1  tablcspoonful  of  Carbonol  to  a 
quart  of  water,"  represented  that  roaches,  bedbugs,  water  bugs,  buffalo  bugs,  and  all 
objectionable  insects  could  be  exterminated,  and  that  all  forms  of  mange  and  gapes, 
chicken  cholera,  hog  cholera,  and  all  parasitic  diseases  could  be  cured  in  all  cases  by  the 
use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed, 
whereas  roaches,  bedbugs,  waterbugs,  buffalo  bugs,  and  all  objectionable  ineecta 
could  not  be  exterminated,  and  all  forms  of  mange  and  gapes,  chicken  cholera,  and  all 
parasitic  diseases  could  not  be  cured  in  all  cases  by  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method 
and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed;  and  in  this,  that  the  state- 
ments, borne  on  the  labels  on  the  bottles,  "To  keep  poultry  free  from  lice  and  disease, 
spray  Henhouses  thoroughly  with  a  solution  of  1  tablcspoonful  of  Carbonol  to  a  quart 
of  water.  Also  spray  cattle  and  horses  with  same  solution  to  protect  them  from  files 
and  other  insects,"  represented  that  poultry  could  be  kept  free  from  lice  and  that 
cattle  and  horses  could  be  protected  from  all  kinds  of  insects  by  the  use  of  the  article 
in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  whereas 
poultry  could  not  be  kept  free  from  lice,  and  horses  and  cattle  could  not  be  protected 
from  all  kind.s  of  insects  by  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in 
the  strength  and  proportion  directed;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne  on  the 
labels  on  the  bottles,  •  Carbonol  in  Stables,  Cow-bams,  Henhoust?s,  Dog  Kennels, 
Piggeries,  Slaughterhouses,  Etc.,  prevents  all  bad  odors,  kills  all  disease  germs,  and 
keeps  all  animals  healthy  and  free  from  vermin.  Use  4  tablespoonfuls  to  a  ])ail  of 
water,"  represented  that  the  use  of  the  article  in  stables,  cow  barns,  heniiou.ses,  dog 
kennels,  piggeries,  and  slaughterhouses,  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed, 
would  prevent  all  bad  odors,  would  kill  all  disease  germs,  and  would  keep  all  animals 
in  such  places  healthy  and  free  from  vennin,  whereas  the  use  of  the  article  in  stables, 
cow  barns,  henhouses,  dog  kennels,  piggeries,  and  slaughter  houses,  in  the  strength 
and  prop»ortion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  dii  ected  for  eacrh  of  such  scA  eral  f)lace9 
in  the  circulars  or  booklets,  would  not  prevent  all  bad  odoi-s,  would  not  kill  all  di.-*ease 
germs,  and  would  not  keep  ail  animals  in  such  places  healthy  and  free  from  vermin; 
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and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  "Seed,  Corn  and 
Wlieat.  Seed  moistened  before  planting  with  a  1-10  solution  of  Carbonol  (two  table- 
spoonfuls  to  a  pint)  will  be  protected  from  worms,  bii'ds  or  mildew,"  represented 
that  seed  could  be  safely  and  without  injury  treated  with  the  article  in  the  method 
and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  whereas  the  treatment  of 
seed  with  the  article,  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion 
directed,  would  cause  injury  to  such  seed  by  seriously  injuring,  lowering,  and  reducing 
the  vitality  and  germinative  power  thereof;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne 
on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  "Greenhouses.  In  greenhouses,  flies,  beetles,  etc., 
may  be  driven  away  by  spraying  around  a  1-30  solution  of  Carbonol  (two  tablespoon- 
fuls  to  the  quart).  If  whitewash  is  applied  this  same  proportion  of  Carbonol  should 
be  used  in  mixing,"  represented  that  beetles  and  all  other  insects  which  infest  green- 
houses would  be  driven  away  and  prevented  by  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method 
and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  whereas  beetles  and  all 
other  insects  which  infest  greenhouses  would  not  be  driven  away  and  prevented  by 
the  application  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  pro- 
portion directed;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets, 
"Caterpillars,  Scale  and  Lice,  Haustellate  or  sucking  insects  and  aphis  (plant  lice) 
may  be  destroyed  by  using  Carbonol  in  1-60  solution  (one  tablespoonful  to  one  quart). 
*  *  Whenever  insecticide  directions  call  for  whale-oil  soap,  Carbonol  may  be 
substituted  with  advantage.  After  the  Solution  has  been  allowed  to  remain  on  the 
plants  for  a  few  minutes  they  should  be  thoroughly  rinsed  or  sprayed  with  clear 
water,"  represented  that  caterpillars,  all  scale,  and  all  haustellate  or  sucking  insecta 
would  be  destroyed  and  prevented  by  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and 
manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  dii*ected,  and  that  whenever  directions 
for  the  use  oi  any  insecticide  call  for  whale-oil  soap,  the  sgid  article  could  be  substi- 
tuted with  advantage  for  such  whale  oil  soap,  whereas  caterpillars,  all  scale,  and  all 
haustellate  or  sucking  insects  would  not  be  destroyed  and  prevented  by  the  use  of 
the  article  in  the  method  and  mamier  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed, 
and  the  article  could  not  be  substituted  with  advantage  for  whale  oil  soap  in  aU 
insecticides  the  directions  for  the  use  of  which  call  for  whale  oil  soap;  and  in  this, 
that  the  statements,  borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  "The  Cow  Barn.  The  Cow 
Barn  should  be  thoroughly  and  regularly  cleaned  with  a  solution  of  Carbonol,  four 
tablespoonfuls  to  a  pail  of  water  and  the  floor  and  woodwork  sprayed.  This  pene- 
trates into  all  cracks  and  destroys  all  insects  and  germs,"  represented  that  the  use  of 
the  article  in  cow  barns  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion 
directed,  would  destroy  all  insects  and  all  germs,  whereas  the  use  of  the  article  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed  would  not  destroy 
all  insects  and  all  germs;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne  on  the  circulars  or 
booklets,  "As  A  General  Disinfectant.  The  strong  odor  so  often  noticed  in  the  stable 
can  be  prevented  by  spraying  the  floors  and  walls  with  a  solution  of  Carbonol,  io\vc 
tablespoonfuls  to  a  pail  of  water .  In  addition  to  purifying  the  air,  all  disease  germs 
will  be  killed  and  the  animals  kept  healthy  and  free  from  vermin, ' '  represented  that 
the  strong  odor  of  stables  would  be  prevented,  the  air  in  stables  would  be  purified, 
all  germs  of  all  diseases  would  be  killed,  and  all  animals  in  stables  would  be  kept 
healthy  and  free  from  all  vermin  by  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner 
and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  whereas  the  strong  odor  of  stables  would 
not  be  prevented,  the  air  in  stables  would  not  be  purified,  all  germs  of  all  diseases 
would  not  be  killed,  and  all  animals  in  stables  would  not  be  kept  healthy  and  free 
from  all  vermin  by  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength 
and  proportion  directed;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  circulars  of 
booklets,  "Hack  Stands.  The  standing  room  for  hacks,  carriages,  etc.,  should  be 
occasionally  sprayed  during  the  day  in  summer  with  a  strong  solution  of  Carbonol  to 
destroy  odors  and  to  drive  aivay  flies  and,  other  insects  which  annoy  horses,"  repre- 
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sented  that  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and 
proportion  directed  would  destroy  odors  and  drive  away  flies  and  other  insects  vrhich 
annoy  horses,  whereas  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  directed  would  not  destroy  odors  and  v.'ould  not  drive  away 
flies  and  other  insects  which  annoy  hotsfes;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne 
on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  "Foot-Hot.  *  *  *  The  hoofs  should  be  cleaned  and 
pared  and  the  animals  should  stand  in  a  shallow  bath  of  one-half  gallon  of  Carbonol 
to  25  gallons  of  water,"  and  "Foot  and  jSIouth  Disease.  Foot  and  Mouth  Disease  is 
highly  contagious  and  spreads  by  the  contact  of  well  vdth  diseased  animals  or  with 
infected  litter,  drinking  troughs,  food  and  ground.  Treat  as  in  foot-rot,  taking  great 
care  to  see  that  the  sound  and  diseased  animals  are  separated  and  all  the  pens, 
etc.,  thoroughly  disinfected  ^\^.th  Carbonol,"  represented  that  the  foot-and-mouth 
disease  of  cattle  could  be  prevented,  cured,  and  eradicated  by  the  use  of  the 
article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed, 
whereas  the  foot-and-mouth  disease  of  cattle  could  not  be  prevented,  cured,  and 
eradicated  by  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength 
and  proportion  directed;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  circulars  or 
booklets,  "For  Mange  and  Ringworm.  Both  Mange  and  Ringworm  are  caused  by 
mmute  parasites  and  may  be  cured  by  thoroughly  bathing  the  affected  parts  with  a 
solution  of  Carbonol  of  the  strength  of  one  tablespoon  ful  to  a  quart  of  water,  sopping 
it  well  into  the  skin,"  represented  that  mange  and  ringworm  would  be  cured  in  all 
cases  by  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and 
proportion  directed,  whereas  mange  and  ringworm  would  not  be  cured  in  all  cases 
by  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion 
directed;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  "Chicken 
Cholera.  This  is  a  germ  disease  and  can  efficiently  be  treated  with  Carbonol.  As 
it  is  contagious,  the  infected  fowls  should  be  separated  from  the  rest  of  the  flock  and 
both  the  place  in  which  they  were  formerly  kept  and  the  new  one  thoroughly  disin- 
fected by  washing  every  part  with  Carbonol,  in  a  1-65  solution  (one  tablespoonful  to 
a  quart  of  water).  The  ground  should  also  be  sprinkled  with  it.  Add  Carbonol  to 
the  Fowls'  drinking  water,  one  part  to  300  or  400  of  water  (about  one  tablespoonful 
to  a  pail)  and  moisten  their  solid  food  with  some  of  the  same  water,"  represented  that 
chicken  cholera  would  be  prevented,  cured,  and  eradicated  in  all  cases  by  the  use 
of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  directed, 
whereas  chicken  cholera  would  not  be  prevented,  cured  and  eradicated  in  all  cases 
by  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  pro- 
portions directed;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne  on  the  circular  or  booklets, 
"Roup.  Roup,  the  most  dreaded  of  all  poultry  diseases,  can  be  prevented  by  spray- 
ing the  henhouses  thoroughly  twice  a  week  with  a  1-100  solution  of  Carbonol  (one 
tablespoonful  to  three  pints  of  water).  Infected  fowls  should  be  separated  from  the 
rest  of  the  flock  and  put  into  a  warm,  dry  place  which  has  been  sprayed  with  a  1-100 
Bolution  of  Carbonol  (one  tablespoonful  to  tliree  pints  of  water).  Then  tlicroughly 
wash  the  mouth  and  nostrils  with  a  1-30  solution  of  Carbonol  (one  tablespoonful  to 
one  pint  of  water),  using  an  atomizer  or  a  feather,  so  that  the  affected  parts  will  not 
be  irritated.  Three  or  four  applications  will  be  sufiicicnt  to  effect  a  cure  in  any  case 
not  too  far  advanced.  A  teaspoonful  of  Carbonol  in  a  gallon  of  the  fowls'  drinking 
water  will  prevent  the  spreading  of  the  disease  and  act  as  a  tonic  to  the  sick  birds," 
represented  that  roup  in  poultry  would  be  prevented,  and  would  be  cured  in  all  but 
advanced  cases,  by  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths 
and  proportions  directed,  whereas  roup  in  poultr}^  would  not  be  prevented,  and 
would  not  be  cured  in  all  but  advanced  cases,  by  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method 
and  manner  and  in  the  said  strengths  and  proportions  directed;  and  in  this,  that  the 
statements,  borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  "Carbonol  should  be  used  as  a  general 
disinfectant  in  henhouses  to  keep  them  clean  and  healthful,  kill  lice  and  destroy 
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any  disease  germs  before  they  have  a  chance  to  infect  the  flocks.  Lice  and  All  Kinds 
of  Vermin.  May  be  destroyed  on  poultry,  pigeons,  etc.,  by  painting  roofs  and  spray- 
ing floors  and  walls  of  their  coops  and  houses  with  a  1-65  solution  of  Carbonol  (about 
one  tablespoonful  to  a  quart  of  water),"  represented  that  lice  and  all  kinds  of  vermin 
affecting  poultry  and  pigeons  would  be  destroyed  and  prevented  by  the  use  of  the 
article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  directed, 
whereas  lice  and  all  kmds  of  vermin  affecting  poultry  and  pigeons  would  not  be 
destroyed  and  prevented  by  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner 
and  in  the  strength  and  proportions  directed;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement, 
borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  Carbonol  as  a  cleanser  is  far  superior  to  soap:  it 
not  only  cleans  better,  but  disinfects,  killing  all  germs  and  insects,"  represented 
that  the  use  of  the  article  as  a  cleanser  and  as  a  substitute  for  soap  would  kill  all  insects, 
whereas  the  use  of  the  article  as  a  cleanser  and  as  a  substitute  for  soap  would  not  kill 
all  insects;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  "Car- 
pets, Upholstered  Furniture,  &c.  After  thoroughly  brushing  and  beating  the  carpets 
and  furniture,  sponge  them  over  lightly  with  a  cloth  wet  in  a  solution  of  Carbonol, 
one  teaspoonful  to  a  gallon  of  water.  This  will  absolutely  protect  them  from 
moths,  buffalo  bugs  and  other  insects,"  represented  that  the  use  of  the  article 
in  the  method  and  manner  and  strength  and  proportion  directed  would  pro- 
tect carpets  or  furniture  from  moths,  buffalo  bugs,  and  all  other  insects,  whereas 
the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and 
proportion  dkected  would  not  protect  carpets  or  furniture  from  moths,  buffalo 
bugs,  or  all  other  insects;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  circu- 
lars or  booklets,  "Spring  And  Fall  Cleaning.  All  closets,  bureau  drawers  and  other 
receptacles  for  clothing  should  be  thoroughly  washed  with  a  one  per  cent  solution 
(one  tablespoonful  to  three  pints  of  water)  of  Carbonol  to  destroy  moths  and  to  pre- 
vent their  infesting  the  clothing,"  represented  that  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method 
and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed  would  prevent  moths  from 
infesting  clothing,  whereas  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in 
the  strength  and  proportion  directed  would  not  prevent  moths  from  infesting  cloth- 
ing; and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  "Carbonol 
As  An  Insecticide.  Ants,  Roaches,  Bedbugs,  and  all  obnoxious  insects  may  be 
exterminated  by  thoroughly  washing  the  infested  places  with  a  strong  solution  of 
Carbonol.  Use  one  tablespoonful  to  a  pint  of  water.  Carbonol  for  this  purpose  is 
not  only  more  effective  than  the  insect  powders  commonly  used,  but  can  be  used 
with  perfect  safety,  whereas,  the  powders  are  usually  poisonous,"  represented  that 
roaches,  bed  bugs,  and  all  other  insects  would  be  exterminated  by  the  use  of  the 
article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  and 
that  the  article  if  so  used  would  be  more  effective  in  exterminating  said  insects  than 
the  insect  powders  commonly  used,  whereas  roaches,  bed  bugs,  or  all  other  insects 
would  not  be  exterminated  by  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and 
in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  and  the  article  if  so  used  and  applied  would 
not  be  more  effective  than  the  insect  powders  commonly  used;  and  in  this,  that  the 
statements,  borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  "For  Fleas.  Wash  the  dog  with  a 
solution  of  one  teaspoonful  of  Carbonol  to  a  pint  of  water,  beginning  at  the  head  to 
prevent  insects  hiding  in  ears  and  nose.  It  should  be  sopped  well  into  the  skin' and 
allowed  to  dry.  The  dog  should  then  be  thoroughly  rubbed  with  a  dry,  rough,  cloth. 
This  will  not  only  kill  and  remove  fleas  and  other  A^ermin,  but  will  leave  the  coat 
smooth  and  glossy  and  heal  any  skin  disease  which  m^ay  be  present,"  represented 
that  the  use  of  the  article  on  dogs  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and 
proportion  directed  would  remove  all  vermin  and  heal  all  skin  diseases  which  might 
be  present,  whereas  the  use  of  the  article  on  dogs  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in 
the  strength  and  proportion  directed  would  not  remove  all  vermin  and  heal  all  skin 
diseases  which  might  be  present  on  said  dogs;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne 
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on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  "Mosquitoes.  Mosquito  bites  are  relic* ved  by  bathing 
the  affected  parts  in  a  solution  of  one  teaspoonfid  to  a  pint  of  water.  Carbouol  of  the 
same  strengtli  will  also  protect  the  hands,  ankles  and  face  from  mosqidtoes,"  repre- 
sented that  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and 
proportion  directed , .would -protect  il^e^  hands,  ankles,  and  face  from  mosquitoes, 
whereas  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  tiie  strength  and 
proportion  directed  would  not  protect  the  hands,  ankles,  or  face  from  mosquitoes; 
and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  "Canker.  Poultry- 
raisers  have  met  with  pronounced  success  in  using  Carbonoi  for  the  cm-e  of  this  dis- 
ease," represented  that  the  article  would  cure  canker  in  poultry  in  all  cases,  -w  hereas 
the  ai'ticle  would  not  cure  canker  in  poultry  in  ail  cases;  and  in  this,  that  the  state- 
ment, borne  on  the  labels  on  the  bottles,  "In  the  Sick  Pvoom  the  air  may  be  purified 
by  suspending  cloths  wet  with  a  solution  of  2  teaspoonfuls  of  Carbonoi  to  a  pint  of 
water,  or  by  spraying  the  same  solution  about  the  room  with  an  atomizer,"  represented 
that  the  air  in  sick  rooms  could  be  purified  by  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and 
maimer  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  whereas  the  air  in  sick  rooms 
could  not  be  purified  by  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  directed ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne  on  the  circu- 
lars or  booklets,  "A  tablespoonful  of  Carbonoi  added  to  the  pail  of  water  used  in 
sprmkling  the  cellar  floor  when  sweeping  vdll  destroy  all  bad  odors  and  make  the 
air  pure.  A  few  drops  in  the  water  pan  of  the  furnace  will  quickly  piu-ify  the  air  of 
the  entire  house,"  represented  that  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner 
and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed  would  destroy  all  bad  odors  and  make 
the  air  pure,  and  would  purify  the  air  of  the  entire  house,  whereas  the  use  of  the 
article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed  would 
not  destroy  all  bad  odors  and  would  not  make  the  air  pure  and  would  not  purify  the 
air  of  the  entire  liouse;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne  on  the  circulars  or 
booklets,  "In  Slaiighter-llouses  Carbonoi  should  be  used  freely  aj^  a  wa^h  for  the  floors 
and  as  a  spray  in  the  yard,  pens,  and  runs.  Much  of  the  disagreeable  odor  arising 
from  such  places  can  be  eliminated  and  the  air  purified.  (Two  tablespoonfuls  to  a 
gallon  of  water),"  represented  that  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner 
and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed  would  purify  the  air  m  and  about  slaughter- 
houses and  the  yards,  pens,  and  runs,  whereas  the  use  of  the  aiticle  in  the  method 
and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed  would  not  purify  the  air  in 
and  about  slaughterhouses  and  the  yards,  pens,  and  mns;  and  in  this,  that  the  state- 
ment, borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  "Carbonoi,  as  well  as  being  the  most  efficient 
disinfectant  known,  is  the  most  economical,  as  it  comes  in  a  concentrated  form," 
represented  that  the  article  m  its  concentrated  form  was  the  most  effic  lent  di^^infectant 
known,  and  that  by  reason  of  its  concentrated  form  it  was  the  most  economical  dis- 
infectant known,  whereas  it  was  not  the  most  elhcient  disinfectant  known,  and  it 
was  not  the  most  economical  disinfectant  known,  in  its  concentrated  form;  and  in 
tills,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  "Ringworm  and  felon. 
A  Solution  of  one  teaspoonful  of  Carbonoi  to  a  half  pint  of  water  used  frequently  to 
soak  the  finger  in,  or  applied  as  a  wet  bandage,  will  effect  a  speedy  and  painless  cure," 
represented  that  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength 
antl  proportion  directed  would  cure  all  cases  of  ringv/orm  and  all  cases  of  felon,  whereas 
the  use  of  the  article  hi  the  method  and  maiiiuT  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion 
directed  would  not  cure  all  causes  of  ringworm  or  ail  cases  of  felon;  and  in  this,  that  the 
8t4itements,  borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  "After  Shaving,  ^fen  will  appreciate 
the  use  of  a  te.aspoonful  of  Carbonoi  to  two  quarts  of  water  as  a  facial  wash  after  shav- 
jjjg  *  *  *  It  is  a  reliable  remedy  for  eruptions  and  diseases  of  the  skin,"  repre- 
sented that  tlie  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and 
proportion  directed  would  be  a  reliable  remedy  for  all  eruptions  and  all  diseaws  of 
the  skhi,  whereas  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  methotl  and  manner  and  in  the  strength 
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and  proportion  directed  would  not  be  a  reliable  remedy  for  all  eruptions  and  all 
diseases  of  the  skin;  and  in  this,  that  tlie  statements,  borne  on  tlie  circulars  or  book- 
lets, "The  Scalp.  Carbonol  used  as  a  shanipoo,  one  tCiaspoonful  to  a  quart  of  water, 
will  prevent  dandruff  and  keep  the  hair  clean  and  glossy.  By  keeping  the  scalp  in 
a  healthy  condition,  it  promotes  the  growth  of  the  hau'  and  prevents  it  from  falling 
out,"  represented  that  the  use  o-f  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  ojid  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  directed  would  promote  the  growth  of  the  Imir  and  prevent 
the  hair  from  falling  out,  whereas  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner 
and  in  the  said  strength  and  proportion  directed  would  not  promote  tJie  growth  of 
the  hair  and  would  not  prevent  the  liair  fi'om  falling  out;  and  in  this,  that  the  state- 
ments, borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets,,  "The  Bath.  A  tablespoonful  in  the  bath 
will  thoroughly  clean  the  pores  of  the  skin  and  leave  it  in  a  healthy  condition.  It 
heals  chafed  and  chapped  surfaces  and  emptions  of  the  sldn.    ^  Carbonol  in 

the  ba.th  is  an  exhilarating  tonic,  accelerates  the  circulation  and  gives  a  delightful 
sense  of  restfulness  and  a  refreshed  feeling  to  the  body,"  represented  that  the  use 
of  the  article  in  the  m.ethod  and  .manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  direct<^d 
would  leave  the  skin  in  a  healthy  condition  in  all  cases,  would  heal  all  eruptions  of 
the  skin,  and  would  accelerate  the  circulation  of  the  blood,  whereas  the  use  of  the 
article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed  would 
not  leave  the  skm  in  a  healthy  condition  in  all  cases,  would  not  heal  all  eruptions, 
and  would  not  accelerate  the  circulation  of  the  blood;  and  in  this,  that  the  state- 
m.e?ats,  borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  "The  Feet.  Carbonol  in  the  proportion  of 
a  tablespoonful  to  two  gallons  of  water,  will  instantly  relieve  tender  aching  feet, 
relie^.^e  pain,  reduce  inflammation,"  represented  that  the  use  of  the  article  in  the 
metliod  and  majiner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed  v/ould  relieve  all 
cases  of  tender  aching  feet  and  all  cases  of  pain  in  the  feet,  and  reduce  all  inflamma- 
tion of  the  feet,  whereas  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  ajid  manuer  and  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  not  reKeve  all  cases  of  tender  aching  feet 
and  all  cases  of  pain  in  the  feet,  and  would  not  reduce  all  inflammation  of  the  feet; 
and  in  this,  that  .the  statement,  borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  "As  a  Douche. 
Carbonol  *  *  alleviattes  pain,  reduces  inflammation,  and  heals  all  discharges. 
A  teaspoonful  to  a  quart  of  wiirm  water,"  represented  that  the  use  of  the  article  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed  would  alleviate  all 
cases  of  pain,  would  reduce  3^1  inflammation,  and  would  heal  all  discharges,  whereas 
the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion 
directed  would  not  alleviate  all  cases  of  pain,  would  not  reduce  all  inflammation, 
and  would  not  heal  all  discharges;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne  on  the 
circulars  or  booldets,  ''  Catarrh.  Two  drops  of  Carbon-ol  in  a  glass  of  tepid  water  used 
as  a  snuff  or  nasal  douche  is  an  excellent  remedy  for  difiaga'ecable  catarrhal  affliction. 
It  relieves  dropping  in  the  throat,  and  if  used  faithfully  will  accomplish  a  couiplete 
cm'e,"  represented  that  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
streng-tli  and  proportion  directed  would  cure  catarrh  in  all  cases,  whereas  the  use  of 
the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed 
would  not  cure  catarrh  in  all  cases;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the 
circulars  or  booklets,  "  Sore  Throat.  Four  drops  of  Carbonol  in  a  glass  of  tepid  water 
used  as  a  spray  or  gargle  will  cure  the  worst  case  of  sore  throat,  ciuickly  reducing  all 
swelling  of  the  glands  and  relieving  the  pain  incident  to  svv^allowing, "  represented 
that  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method,  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  propor- 
tion directed  would  cnre  the  worst  case  of  sore  thi-oat,  reduce  all  swelling  of  giand-s, 
and  relieA'e  the  pain  incident  to  swallowing,  whereas  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method 
and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed  would  not  cure  the  worst  case 
of  sore  throat,  would  not  reduce  all  swelling  of  glands,  and  would  not  relieve  the  jmin 
incident  to  swallowing;  and  in  this,  that  the.statement,  borne  on  the  circulars  or  book- 
lets, '  ■  Cold  in  Head.    Iiamediate  reiief  is  (Obtained  by  inlialiiig  the  vapor  from  a  sponge 
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or  cloth  wrung  out  in  a  steaming  hot  solution  of  a  teaspoonful  to  a  quart  of  water," 
represented  that  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  directed  would  give  immediate  relief  in  all  cases  of  cold  in 
the  head,  whereas  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength 
and  proportion  directed  would  not  give  immediate  relief  in  all  cases  of  cold  in  the 
head;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  ''Mothers 
will  appreciate  the  use  of  Carbonol  for  children  as  a  safeguard  against  disease,"  repre- 
sented that  the  article  was  a  safeguard  against  diseases  of  children  in  all  cases,  whereas 
the  article  was  not  a  safeguard  against  diseases  of  children  in  all  cases;  and  in  this, 
that  the  statements,  borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  "  Diseases  of  The  Gums.  Very 
few  people  are  aware  of  the  astringent  and  hemostatic  properties  of  Carbonol  and  its 
value  as  a  mouth  wash.  Its  frequent  daily  use  (  four  drops  in  a  glass  of  water)  hardens 
the  gums,  arrests  bleeding  and  effects  a  complete  cui'e,"  represented  that  the  use  of 
the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed 
would  completely  cure  all  diseases  of  the  gums  in  all  cases,  whereas  the  use  of  the 
article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed  would 
not  completely  cure  all  diseases  of  the  gums  in  all  cases;  and  in  this,  that  the  state- 
ment, borne  on  the  circulai-s  or  booklets,  "Poultices.  Carbonol  is  much  more  satis- 
factory than  mustard  or  flaxseed,"  represented  that  the  article  was  more  satisfactory 
for  poultices  than  mustard  or  flax  seed,  whereas  the  article  was  not  more  satisfactory 
for  poultices  than  mustard  or  flax  seed;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne  on  the 
circulars  or  booklets,  "  One  of  the  most  important  aids  to  the  physician  and  nurse  in 
the  care  of  the  sick  is  the  use  of  a  positive  germicide  for  maintaining  sanitary  con- 
ditions and  preventing  the  spread  of  disease.  For  this  purpose  Carbonol  will  be  found 
far  superior  to  any  other  agent,"  represented  that  the  article  was  far  superior  to  all 
other  substances  and  preparations  in  quality  and  efTicacy  as  a  germicide  for  main- 
taining sanitary  conditions  and  preventing  the  spread  of  disease,  whereas  the  article 
was  not  superior  to  all  other  substances  and  preparations  in  quality  and  efhcacy  as  a 
germicide  for  maintaining  sanitary  conditions  and  pre^'enting  the  spread  of  disease; 
and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne  on  the  circulars  or  booklets,  "As  a  mild  and 
pleasant  purifier  of  contaminated  air  spray  the  room  vdth  an  atomizer  containing  a 
solution  of  a  teaspoonful  of  Carbonol  to  a  pint  of  water.  A  saucer  containing  the 
same  strength  solution  may  be  left  on  the  washstand,"  represented  that  the  contami- 
nated air  in  rooms  could  be  purified  by  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner 
and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  whereas  the  contiiminated  air  in  rooms 
could  not  be  purified  by  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  directed;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne  on  the  ( ircu- 
lars  or  booklets,  ''General  Disinfecting.  For  general  disinfecting  purposes  Carbonol 
will  be  found  to  be  most  satisfactory.  It  should  be  freely  used  around  all  sinks, 
cesspools,  sewers  and  drains  to  prevent  bad  odors  and  kill  the  disease  germs  which 
lurk  in  such  places,"  represented  that  the  use  of  the  article  around  sinks,  cesspools, 
eewers,  and  di'ains,  would  prevent  bad  odors,  whereas  the  use  of  the  article  around 
sinks,  cesspools,  sewers,  and  drains,  would  not  prevent  bad  odors. 

On  May  16,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100  and  costs. 

Carl  Vroomax,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agricuhtarc. 

Washington,  D.  C.,  May  1,  1917. 

2  i  1.  Misbranding  of  "Saola."   U.  S.  v.  TUdcn  Co.    Pica  of  guilty.   Fine,  S25.   (I.  A  F.  Xo.  403. 
Dom.  No.  S9S4.) 

On  July  3,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Massachusetts,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  The  Tilden  Co.,  a  corporation, 
State  Line,  Mass.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  March  7,  1914,  from 
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the  State  of  Massachusetts  into  the  State  of  Virginia,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  des- 
ignated, "Saola",  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  bottles,  each  labeled  in  part  as  follows: 
''Saola  Disinfectant,  Deodorant,  Germicide,  Non-poisonous,  Colorless,  Odorless. 
*   *   *   Prepared  only  by  The  Tilden  Co.,  New  Lebanon,  N.  Y.,  St.  Louis,  Mo.  *  *  * 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide, 
and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than 
aluminum  chloride,  which  said  substances  did  not  and  do  not  prevent,  destroy, 
repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every 
one  of  said  inert  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each 
or  any  of  the  labels  of  the  bottles  containing  the  article,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  names 
and  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  were  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties, 
and  the  total  percentage  of  said  inert' ingredients  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly 
and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the  bottles. 

On  July  31,  1916,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  Mmj  1,  1917. 

272>  Misbranding  of  "Cowease."  U.  S,  v.  Carpenter-Bforton  Co.  Fiea  of  nolo  contendere. 
Fine,  1350.   (I.  &  F.  Nos.  17, 18.    Dom.  Nos.  559,  2811.) 

On  June  15,  1912,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Massachusetts, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed,  in  the  District  Court  for 
said  district  an  information,  in  two  counts,  against  the  Carpenter-Morton  Co.,  a  cor- 
poration, Boston,  Mass.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  from  the  State 
of  Massachusetts,  on  April  1,  1911,  into  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  and  on  April  5,  1911, 
into  the  State  of  Illinois,  of  quantities  of  an  article  designated  "Cowease,"  which 
were  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  each  shipment  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that 
it  was  an  insecticide,  and  the  package  containing  the  article  purported  to  ctate  on  the 
outside  thereof  their  contents,  that  is  to  say,  that  the  packages  in  the  shipment  of 
April  1,  1911,  contained  one-half  gallon  of  the  article,  and  that  the  package  in  the 
shipment  of  April  5,  1911,  contained  one  quart  of  the  article;  whereas  the  packages 
contained,  respectively,  less  than  one-half  gallon  and  less  than  1  quart  of  the  article. 

On  September  27,  1916,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere 
to  the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  |50. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.       May  1,  1917. 

273,  Misbranding  of  "Red  Cross  Disinfectant  and  Deodorizer."  U.  S.  v.  Haven  J.  Hiliiard  (Red 
Cross  Cliemical  Company.)  Pica  of  noio  contendere.  Fine,  $25.  (I.  &  F,  No.  384.  Dom. 
No.  9253.) 

On  May  2,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Massachusetts,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  for  said 
district  an  information  against  Haven  J.  Hiliiard  trading  as  the  Red  Cross  Chemical 
Co.,  Boston,  Mass.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  June  25,  1914,  from 
the  State  of  Massachusetts  into  the  State  of  Connecticut,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article, 
contained  in  bottles,  designated  "Red  Cross  Disinfectant  and  Deodorizer,"  which 
was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide, 
and  it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  thereof: 
in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  bottles,  "  Red  Cross  Disinfectant 
and  Deodorizer  *  -  *  It  destroys  and  neutralizes  ail  poisonous  gases  arising 
from  decomposition  of  animal  or  vegetable  matter,"  represented  that  the  article  would 
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destroy  all  poisonous  gases  arising  from  the  decomposition  oi  animal  or  vegotal)le 
matter,  whereas  the  article  would  not  destroy  all  poisonous  gases  arising  from  tlie  de- 
composition of  animal  or  vegetable  matter;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on 
the  labels  of  the  bottles,  "Red  Cross  Disinfectant  and  Deodorizer  *  *  *  An 
immediate  specific  lor  impure  air  and  bad  odors,"  represented  that  the  article  would 
immediately  purity  ail  impui"e  air  and  would  destroy  all  bad  odors,  whereas  the 
article  would  not  immediately  purify  all  impure  air  and  would  not  immediately 
destroy  all  bad  odors;  andin  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  ihe  bottles, 
"Red  Cross  Disinfectant  and  Deodorizer  ^  *  *  A  highly  conceutrated  solution 
of  chlorides  of  sodium,  zinc,  lime,  potassium,  aluminum,  etc.,"  represented  that  the 
article  consisted  of  a  highly  concentrated  solution  of  chlorides  of  sodiiun,  zinc,  lime, 
potassium,  and  aluminum,  whereas  the  article  did  not  consist  of  a  highly  concen- 
trated solution  of  chlorides  of  sodiiun,  zinc,  lime,  potassium,  and  aluminum;  and  in 
tliis,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of'the  bottles,  "Red  Cross  Disinfectant 
and  Deodorizer  *  *  The  contents  of  this  bottle  will  make  two  gallons  of  strong 
disinfectant,"  represented  that  a  solution  composed  of  contents  of  each  or  any  of 
the  bottles  and  two  gallons  of  water  would  make  a  strong  and  efficient  disinfectant . 
whereas  a  solution  composed  of  the  contents  of  each  or  any  of  the  bottles  and  tv. 
gallons  of  water  would  be  ineffective  and  worthless  as  a  disinfectant;  and  in  this,  th  i 
the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  bottles,  "Red  Cross  Disinfectant  and  Deodor- 
izer *  *  Directions  for  use.  To  Purify  Atmosphere  ofa  Sick  Room,  and  destro 
the  noxious,  infectious,  and  unpleasant  odors  use  a  hand  atomizer  or  agitate  the  ai 
with  a  towel  saturated  with  the  solution.  Allow  the  wet  towel  to  remain  hanging. 
Even  a  sheet  may  be  wet  and  hung  across  the  room.  Some  of  the  pure  fluid  may  be 
kept  in  the  night  vessels  or  in  a  saucer  placed  in  an  elevated  part  of  the  room,"  repre- 
sented that  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  dire<  ted  would  jnu'ify  the 
air  in  sickrooms  in  all  cases  and  under  all  circumstances  and  would  destroy  all  noxious, 
all  infectious,  and  all  unpleasant  odors  in  and  about  sick  rooms,  whereas  the  use  of 
the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  would  not  purify  the  air  in  sick  roon: 
in  all  cases  and  under  all  circumstances  and  would  not  destroy  all  noxious,  all  infi  > 
tious,  and  all  unpleasant  odors  in  and  about  sick  rooms;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement , 
borne  on  the  labels  of  the  bottles,  "Red  Cross  Disinfectant  and  Deodorizer  *  *  - 
Directions  for  Use.  *  ^  In  Contagious  Diseases,  saturate  cloths  or  a  towel  and 
swing  violently  about  the  room,  hanging  the  same  near  the  si(^k  bed.  Use  one 
part  to  four  or  six  of  water  as  a  wash  to  neutralize  the  fe^'e^  poison,  atomize 
the  fluid  upon  your  own  clothing,  and  sprinkle  freely  upon  the  bedding."  rep- 
resented that  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  directed  would  be  effective  in  destroying  the  infection 
of  contagious  disea.ses  and  contagious  or  infectious  fevers,  whereas  the  use  of  the 
article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  direited 
would  not  be  effective  in  destroying  the  infection  of  contagious  diseases  or  contagious 
or  infectious  fevers;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  bottles, 
"  Red  Cro.ss  Disinfectiint  and  Deodorizer  *  *  *  Directions  for  Use.  *  *  *  As 
a  Preventative,  sprinkle  bedding  and  large  cloths  or  towels  in  the  apartment,  dilute 
one  to  ten  with  water,  to  decompose  all  emanations,  vapors  or  gase.s  in  the  air  of  the 
room,  keep  a  gill  of  the  same  strength  in  chamber  utensils  and  spittoons,  and  soak  all 
towels,  handkerchiefs  and  other  articles  used  in  a  solution  of  one  part  to  fifteen  of  water. 
Spray  the  room  frequently, "  representf'd  that  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and 
manner  and  in  the  strengtlis  and  proportions  directed  would  be  effective  in  preventing 
the  infection  of  contii^^ious  or  infectious  disea-^es,  and  would  decompose  and  destroy 
all  disagreeable  odors  or  noxious  ga.ses  in  the  air,  in  rooms  or  apartments,  whereas 
the  use  of  the  arti(  le  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proi)ortion9 
directed  would  not  be  effective  in  preventing  the  infection  of  contagious  or  infectious 
diseases,  and  would  not  decompose  or  destroy  all  disagreeable  odors  or  noxioua  gasea 
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in  the  air,  in  rooms  or  apartments;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels 
of  the  bottles,  "  Red  Cross  Pisinf  actant  and  Deodorizer  ^  *  Directions  for  Use. 
*  *  *  For  Barns  and  Stables,  use  one  part  to  six  or  eight  of  water,  and  sprinkle  it 
around  freely,"  represented  that  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in 
the  strength  and  proportion  directed  would  disinfect  barns  and  stables,  whereas  the 
use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  di- 
rected would  not  disinfect  barns  and  stables;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne 
on  the  labels  of  the  bottles,  "  Red  Cross  Disinfectant  and  Deodorizer  *  *  *  Direc- 
tions for  Use.  *  *  *  For  Closets,  Kitchens,  Storerooms,  Refrigerators,  etc., 
saturate  cloths  with  the  fluid,  dilute  four  to  six  times,  and  hang  them  up.  A  little  of 
the  pure  solution  may  be  set  upon  a  shelf,  once  or  twice  a  week,  and  allowed  to  evapo- 
rate. The  '  diffusive  perfumes'  of  cookery  are  quickly  dispersed  from  the  house,  and 
even  a  tobacco  smoked  room  may  be  instantly  purified  by  a  proper  use  of  this  solution. 
Its  constant  use  about  the  household  will  largely  decrease  sickness  and  mortality  among 
cMldren,"  represented  that  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in 
tlie  strength  and  proportion  directed  would  disinfect  closets,  kitchens,  storerooms, 
and  refrigerators,  would  free  households  of  the  odors  of  cooking,  and  would  decreaso 
and  preA^ent  sickness  and  mortality  among  children,  whereas  the  use  of  the  article  in 
the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed  would  not  dis- 
infect closets,  kitchens,  storerooms  or  refrigerators,  would  not  free  households  of  the 
odors  of  cooking,  and  would  not  prevent  or  decrease  sickness  and  mortality  among 
children;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  bottles,  ''Red 
Cross  Disinfectant  and  Deodorizer  -^^  *  *  Directions  for  use.  *  *  *  Water 
Closets,  Urinals,  etc.,  should  be  washed  and  sprinkled  with  the  fluid  reduced  from 
eight  to  ten  times  and  used  plentifully.  If  any  stench  remains,  use  a  stronger  solution. 
Throw  some  into  the  urina  ls  and  waste  pipes,  and  hang  up  wetted  cloths.  A  s^nringe 
may  be  used  to  spray  the  closet  basins,  etc.  It  will  surely  remove  all  bad  smells  if 
thoroughly  and  properly  applied, "  represented  that  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method 
and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed  would  remove  all  disagreeable 
odors  in  and  about  water  closets  and  urinals,  whereas  the  use  of  the  article  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed  would  not  remove 
all  disagTeeable  odors  in  and  about  water  closets  and  urinals;  and  in  this,  that  the 
statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  bottles,  "Red  Cross  Disinfectant  and  Deodor- 
izer .  *  ^  ^-  Caution — This  preparation,  although  odorless,  yet  very  pov/erful,  is 
designed  solely  for  disinfecting  purposes,"  represented  that  the  article,  used  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  directed  on  the  labels  of 
the  bottles,  would  be  a  powerful  and  efiectiA^e  disinfectant  for  any  and  all  of  the  pur- 
poses described  and  stated  on  the  labels,  whereas  the  article,  used  in  the  method  and 
manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  directed  would  not  be  a  powerful  and 
effective  disinfectant  for  any  and  all  of  the  purposes  stated  on  the  labels. 

^Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  water,  sodium  chloride,  and 
calcium  chloride,  which  inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
fungi,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amolmts  of  each  and  every  one  of  said  inert 
ingredients  were  not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the 
bottles,  nor  in  Ueu  of  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingre- 
dients, were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of 
the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert 
ingredients  present,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the 
bottles. 

On  September  27,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  |25. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secrelary  of  AgriciiUure, 
Washington,  D,  C,  May  1,  1917. 
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274.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Sanitas  Disinfecting  Sawdust."   U.  S.  v.  Sanitas 

Disinfectants  Company.  Plea  of  guilty.  Flne,S75.   (I.  &  F.  No.  352.   Dom,  No,  8713.) 

On  March  2,  1916,  the  Umted  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  New  York, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  Sanitas  Disinfectants 
Co.,  a  corporation,  Ncay  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on 
January  20,  1914,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  California,  of  a  quan- 
tity of  an  article  contained  in  packages,  designated  "Sanitas  Disinfecting  Sawdust," 
which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  "within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act 
of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide, 
and  that  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under 
wiiich  it  was  sold  in  this,  that  the  statement,  home  on  the  labels  of  the  packages, 
"Sanitas  Disinfecting  Sawdust  A  Powerful,  Dry  Disinfectant,  Clean  and  nice  to 
handle,  specially  designed  for  use  in  Dwellings,  Factories,  Markets,  and  around 
Horses,  Dogs,  Poultry,  &c.,"  professed  that  the  article  was  a  powerful  disinfectar.t, 
and  that  it  would  be  effective  in  disinfecting  dwellings,  factories,  markets,  and  ai-oimd 
horses,  dogs,  and  poultry,  Vv'hereas  the  article  was  not  a  powerful  disinfect-ant,  and  it 
would  not  be  effective  in  disinfecting  dwellings,  factories,  markets,  and  around  horses, 
dogs,  and  poultry. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide, 
(1)  And  that  the  label  bore  a  statement  which  was  false  and  misleading,  (2)  and  that 
it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  this,  that 
the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  packages,  "Sanitas  Disinfecting  Sawdust 
A  Powerful,  Dry  Disinfectant,  Clean  and  nice  to  handle,  specially  designed  for  use 
in  Dwellings,  Factories,  Markets,  around  Horses,  Dogs,  Poultry,  tfcc,"  represented 
that  the  article  was  a  powerful  disinfectant,  and  that  the  article  would  be  effective 
in  disinfecting  dwellings,  factories,  and  markets,  and  around  horses,  dogs,  and  poul- 
try, whereas  the  article  was  not  a  powerful  disinfectant,  and  it  would  not  be  effecti-v-© 
in  disinfecting  dwellings,  factories,  markets,  and  around  horses,  dogs,  and  poultry. 

On  March  9,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and 
the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $75. 

Carl  Vroomax,  Acting  Secretcry  of  AgricuUxirr . 
Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

275.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Synthetic  Camphor."   U.  S.  v.  Alfred  E.  Peck. 

(Cresol  Chemical  Co.)   Plea  of  guUty.  Fine,S20.  (I.  A- F.  No.  409.   Dom.  No.  S424.) 

At  the  April,  1916,  term  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern 
District  of  New  York,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  said  district,  acting  upon  a 
report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  said  court  an  information  against 
Alfred  E.  Peck,  doing  business  under  the  name  of  Cresol  Chemical  Co.,  New  York, 
N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  June  4,  1913,  from  the  St^ite  of 
New  York  into  the  vState  of  Pennsylvania,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  designated 
"Synthetic  Camphor,"  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  144  cans,  each  labeled 
in  part:  "Synthetic  Camphor  *  *  *  Manufactured  Only  by  The  Cresol  Chemi- 
cal Co.,  8  to  12  Van  Buren  Street,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y." 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  ii  was  an  ijieecti- 
dde,  and  that  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quaUty 
under  which  it  was  sold  in  tliis,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans, 
"Synthetic  Camphor,"  professed  that  the  article  was  comiKised  wholly  of  synthetic 
camphor,  whereas  the  article  was  not  composed  wholly  of  synthetic  camphor,  but 
was  composed  of  approximately  99  per  cent  of  naphthalene.  Adulteration  of  the 
article  was  alleged  fmther  in  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans, 
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"Synthetic  Camphor,"  represented  that  the  article  was  composed  wholly  of  synthetic 
camphor,  whereas,  another  substance,  to  wit,  naphthalene,  had  been  substituted  in 
part,  to  wit,  approximately  99  per  centum,  for  the  article. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide, (1)  and  that  the  labels  of  the  packages  bore  a  statement  regarding  the  article 
which  was  false  and  misleading,  (2)  and  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so 
as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the 
labels  of  the  cans,  "Synthetic  Camphor,"  represented  that  the  article  was  composed 
wholly  of  synthetic  camphor,  whereas  the  article  was  not  composed  wholly  of  syn- 
•  thetic  camphor  but  was  composed  for  the  most  part,  to  W'.t,  approximately  99  per 
centum,  of  another  substance,  to  wit,  naphthalene. 

On  April  26,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and  the 
comt  imposed  a  fine  of  $20. 

Carl  Vrooman  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

276.  Misbranding  of  "Sanitas  Crude  Liquid."   U.  S.  v.  Sanitas  Disinfectants  Company. 
Plea  of  guilty.   Fine,  $50.   (I.  &  F.  No.  407.    Dom.  No.  9383.) 

At  the  September,  1916,  term  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Eastern  District  of  New  York,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  said  district,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  said  court  an  information 
against  the  Sanitas  Disinfectants  Co.,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the 
shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  July  27,  1914,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the 
State  of  Massachusetts,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  designated  "Sanitas  Crude  Liquid," 
which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article 
was  contained  in  cans,  each  labeled  in  part:  "Sanitas  Crude  Liquid  *  *  *  Sole 
Manufacturers:  'Sanitas'  Disinfectants  Co.,  33-35  Keap  Street,  Brooklyn,  New  York 
City." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide, 
(1)  and  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which 
were  false  and  misleading,  (2)  and  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels 
of  the  cans,  "It  has  been  specially  designed  for  rough  disinfecting  purposes  on  a 
cheap  scale.  *  *  *  Floors  and  Walls  are  readily  disinfected  by  putting  a  cupful 
in  each  pail  of  scrubbing  water, ' '  represented  that  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method 
and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed  would  disinfect  floors  and 
walls,  whereas  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength 
and  proportion  directed  would  not  disinfect  floors  and  walls;  and  in  this,  that  the 
statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans,  "It  has  been  specially  designed  for  rough 
disinfecting  purposes  on  a  cheap  scale,  *  *  *  Ice  Boxes  should  be  washed  out 
once  a  week  with  a  mixture  of  one  cupful  to  a  pail  of  water  and  left  open  for  half  an 
hour  before  the  food  is  put  back,"  represented  that  the  article,  used  in  the  method, 
and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  disinfect  ice  boxes, 
whereas  the  article,  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  propor- 
tion directed,  would  not  disinfect  ice  boxes;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne 
on  the  labels  of  the  cans,  "It  has  been  specially  designed  for  rough  disinfecting  pur- 
poses on  a  cheap  scale.  *  *  *  Stables,  Kennels  and  Poultry  Yards. — When 
cleaning  out  mix  one  part  to  fifty  parts  water,  sprinkle  this  solution  around  and 
occasionally  spray  it  on  the  walls,  ceilings,  etc.",  represented  that  the  article,  used  in 
the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  disinfect 
stables,  kennels,  and  poultry  yards,  whereas  the  article,  used  in  the  method  and 
manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  not  disinfect  stables, 
kennels,  or  poultry  houses;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of 
the  cans,  "It  has  been  specially  designed  for  rough  disinfecting  purposes  on  a  cheap 
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scale.  *  *  *  General  Use:  Mix  one  part  with  from  fifty  to  one  hundred  parts  of 
water  according  to  the  intensity  of  the  nuisance  to  be  corrected  and  apply  to  the 
offensive  matter,"  represented  that  the  article,  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion 
directed,  would  disinfect  all  offensive  matter,  whereas  the  article,  used  in  the  strength 
and  proportion  directed,  would  not  disinfect  all  offensive  matter. 

On  September  27,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting.  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

277.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Chlorinated  Lime."  U.  S.  v.  Twenty-one  cases 
"Lennox  Brand  Chlorinated  Lime  or  Bleaching  Powder."  Default  decree  of  condem- 
nation and  forfeiture.   Product  destroyed.   (I.  &  F.  No.  379.   Dom.  No.  10861.   S.  No.  26.) 

On  November  20,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Oregon,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  a  libel  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  said  district,  praying  condemnation  and  forfeiture  of  21  cases  of  an 
article  intended  to  be  used  as  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  designated  "Lennox 
Brand  Chlorinated  Lime  or  Bleaching  Powder  " .  It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the 
article  had  been  shipped  and  transported  from  the  State  of  California  into  the  State 
of  Oregon,  for  sale,  that  it  remained  unsold  and  in  the  original  unbroken  packages  at 
Portland,  Oreg.,  and  that  it  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  ■«ithin  the  meaning  of 
the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and 
fungicide,  and  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality 
under  which  it  was  sold  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  pack- 
ages, "Active  Ingredient:  Available  Chlorine  30%  When  packed.  Inert  Ingredients 
70%,"  professed  that  the  article  contained  available  chlorine  in  the  proportion  of 
30  per  cent  thereof,  and  inert  ingredients  in  the  proportion  of  70  per  cent  thereof, 
said  available  chlorine  being  a  substance  having  insecticidal  and  fungicidal  proper- 
ties, and  said  inert  ingredients  being  substances  which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel, 
or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  whereas  the  article  contained  available  chlorine  in  a  pro- 
portion less  than  30  per  cent  thereof,  and  contained  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion 
greater  than  70  per  cent  thereof. 

^lisbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel,  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and 
fungicide,  (1)  and  that  the  packages  and  labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  article 
or  the  ingredients  therein  which  were  false  and  misleading,  {2)  and  that  the  article 
was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  this,  that  the 
statement  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  packages,  '"14  oz.  Net  Weight,"  represented 
that  each  of  the  packages  contained  14  ounces  net  weight  of  the  article,  whereas  each 
of  the  packages  contained  less  than  14  ounces  net  weight  thereof  ;  and  in  this,  that 
the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  packages,  "Active  Ingredient:  Available 
Chlorine  30%  When  Packed.  Inert  Ingredients  70%,"  represented  that  the  article 
contained  available  chlorine  in  the  proportion  of  30  per  cent  thereof,  and  inert  ingre- 
dients in  the  proportion  of  70  per  cent  thereof,  whereas  the  article  contained  available 
chlorine  in  a  proportion  le."^s  than  30  per  cent  thereof,  and  contained  inert  ingredients 
in  a  })ro portion  greater  than  70  per  cent  thereof:  and  in  tliis,  that  the  statements, 
borne  on  the  labels  of  the  packages,  '  For  Use  in  Sick  llooms  to  Destroy  Disease 
Germs — Put  one-foiulh  of  a  can  of  Lennox  Chlorinated  Lime  into  an  earthen  or  wooden 
vessel  and  add  to  it  about  one-half  gallon  of  cold  water.  Mix  well,  and  when  settled 
pour  off  the  clear  solution.  A  small  quantity  of  this  may  be  placed  about  the  rooms. 
Put  solution  in  a  saucer  or  other  small  earthen  or  wooden  vessels,"  represented 
that  the  article,  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion 
directed,  would  destroy  disease  germs  in  sick  rooms,  whereas  the  article,  used  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  not  destroy 
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disease  germs  in  sick  rooms;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne  on  the  labels  of 
the  packages,  "For  Deodorizing  and  Piu-ifying  Purposes.  For  Purifying  Drains, 
Vaults,  etc. — The  Lime  should  be  sprinkled  dry,  or  a  small  quantity  placed  upon  an 
earthen  plate.  This  may  be  strengthened  if  moistened  with  diluted  Muriatic  Acid 
by  mixing  about  a  wineglassful  of  Muriatic  Acid  to  a  tumbler  of  water.  The  same 
results  are  obtained  by  using  ordinary  vinegar,"  represented  that  the  article,  used  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  purify  drains, 
vaults,  and  other  such  places,  whereas  the  article,  used  in  the  method  and  manner 
and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  not  purify  drains,  vaults,  or 
other  such  places;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  packages, 
"Lennox  Chlorinated  Lime  is  the  Most  Wonderful  Purifier  and  Effectually  Prevents 
Contagious  Diseases,"  represented  that  the  article  would  prevent  all  contagious 
diseases,  whereas  it  would  not  prevent  all  contagious  diseases;  and  in  this,  that  the 
statements,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  packages,  "To  Drive  away  Flies  and  other 
Insects.  If  Lennox  Chlorinated  Lime  is  sprinkled  around  the  places  where  flies 
collect,  it  will  be  found  very  effectual  in  making  the  flies  disappear.  Flies  generally 
collect  in  stables,  hog  houses,  and  in  fact  any  place  where  there  is  decayed  matter. 
Lennox  Chlorinated  Lime  deodorizes  and  purifies  and  keeps  flies  away  until  such 
objectionable  matter  may  be  removed,"  represented  that  the  article,  used  in  the 
method  and  manner  directed,  would  repel  and  keep  away  all  insects  from  places 
and  matter  which  they  usually  frequent  and  infest,  whereas  the  article,  used  in  the 
method  and  manner  directed,  would  not  repel  and  keep  away  all  insects  from  places 
and  matter  which  they  usually  frequent  and  infest. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and 
fungicide,  and  that  it  was  in  package  form  and  the  contents  were  stated  in  terms  of 
weight  but  they  were  not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  the  outside  of  the  packages, 
in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  packages,  "14  oz.  Net  Weight," 
purported  and  operated  to  state  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  packages  were  14 
ounces  net  weight  of  the  article,  whereas  the  contents  of  each  of  the  packages  were 
less  than  14  ounces  net  weight  of  the  article. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit, 
substances  other  than  available  chlorine,  which  said  inert  substances  do  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts 
of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the  packages,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  per- 
centage amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  were  the  name  and  percentage  amount 
of  the  ingredient,  to  wit,  chlorine,  having  insecticidal  and  fungicidal  properties, 
and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  stated  plainly  and  correctly 
on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the  packages. 

On  February  25,  1916,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  goods,  judgment  of 
condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the  court  that  the 
product  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 

278.  Misbranding  of  "Sergeant's  Infallible  Remedy  for  Fleas."   U.  S.  v.  Polk  Miller  Drug 
Company.  Plea  of  guilty.   Fine,  $50.   (I.  &  F.  No.  386.    Dom.  No.  9927.) 

At  the  February  term,  1916,  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern 
District  of  Virginia,  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  district  filed  in  the  said  court 
an  information  against  Polk  Miller  Drug  Co.,  a  corporation,  Richmond,  Va.,  alleging 
the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  January  22,  1915,  from  the  State  of  Virginia  into 
the  State  of  Florida,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  designated  "Sergeant's  Infallible 
Remedy  for  Fleas,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide 
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Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  bottles,  each  labeled  in  part  as  follows: 
''Sergeant's  Infallible  Remedy  for  Fleas.  On  dogs,  cats,  and  other  pet  animals. 
^  ^  ^  Manufactured  only  by  Polk  Miller  Drug  Co..  834  E.  Main  Street.  Richmond, 
Virginia." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide, and  that  it  was  falsely  branded  as  to  the  State  in  which  it  was  manufactured 
and  produced,  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  bottles,  ''Manu- 
factured only  by  Polk  Miller  Drug  Co.,  834  E.  Main  St.,  Richmond,  Virginia,"  repre- 
sented that  the  article  was  manufactured  and  produced  in  the  State  of  Virginia, 
whereas  the  article  was  not  manufactured  and  produced  in  the  State  of  Virginia. 
Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that 
it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  does  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the 
said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any 
of  the  labels  on  the  packages  of  the  article,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  percentage 
amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of 
each  and  every  one  of  the  ingredients  of  the  article  ha^-ing  insecticidal  properties, 
and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or 
at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels. 

On  April  7,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty,  and  the  court  imposed  a 
fine  of  $50. 

Carl  Yb.oo:six^,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  May  1,  1917. 
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